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Pred1ctors of Interpersonal 
Relationsh1p Qual1ty of 
Young Adults 
Jane L. Garthoeffner 
Department of Fam1ly Relat1ons 
and Ch1ld Development 
Oklahoma State Un1vers1ty 
Author Note: Th1s art1cle was wr1tten as part of the fulf1llrnent of 
requ1rements for the doctoral d1ssertat1an 1n F~ly Relat1ans and Ch1ld 
Development, and appears w1th1n the context of the d1ssertation t1tled: 
PREDICTORS OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP QUALITY OF YOUNG ADULTS. Th1s 
article w1ll be s~tted to the JOurnal, F~ly Relat1ons. 
2 
Abstract 
The purpose of th1s study was to exarrnne the extent to wh1ch 
selected personal, 1nterpersonal, and f~ly character1st1cs predlcted 
1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty 1n young adults. Mult1ple regress1on 
analys1s was used to test the research hypotheses. The personal 
var1able, relat1onal anx1ety, and the 1nterpersonal var1able, ab1l1ty to 
manage 1nterpersonal confl1ct effect1vely, were found to be 
s1gn1f1cantly related to 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty. 
Impl1cat1ons for further research and pract1ce were dlscussed. 
3 
Introduchon 
The last half of the 20th century has been marked by change and 
transJ.hon for Amencan fanu.hes. M:Lnuchl.n (1984) observed that 
although change J.s nothJ.ng new for fanu.lJ.es, change seems to be 
happeru.ng much faster than J.n the past. According to Furstenberg, Nord, 
Peterson, and Zl.ll (1983), "the expenence of growJ.ng up has probably 
changed as much J.n the past several decades as J.n any COJ1Parabl e penod 
J.n Amencan hl.story" (p. 667). 
DJ.vorce and J.ts aftermath represent one of the more l.mportant of 
the changes J.n fanu.ly life. From 1965 to 1975 the divorce rate J.n thl.s 
country J.ncreased 116% (UnJ.ted States Department of EducatJ.on, 1991). 
The cohort of chl.ldren born dunng that penod are now young adults, and 
theJ.r fanu.ly l1fe experJ.ences were J.n a number of ways far dJ.fferent 
from those of earlJ.er cohorts. For example, more of today's young 
adults lJ.ved at least part of theJ.r chl.ldhood w1th a sJ.ngle parent, or 
J.n a fanu.ly J.n whl.ch there was a stepparent; many more of theJ.r mothers 
I 
were employed outsJ.de the home. StatJ.stJ.cs 1nd1cate that J.n 1965 about 
10% of chl.ldren under the age of 18 lJ.ved J.n sJ.ngle-parent homes 
compared w1th about 22% 1n 1989. In 1987 there were an estJ.mated 4.3 
ITil.llJ.on remarned farm.hes that 1ncluded chl.ldren under the age of 18. 
In 1960, 39% of marrl.ed women w1th chl.ldren worked outsJ.de the home, but 
by 1990, 74% of marrJ.ed women wJ.th fanu.lJ.es and 86% of dJ.vorced women 
w1th children were J.n the labor force (Glick, 1988; U.S. Department of 
EducatJ.on, 1991). 
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The h1gh rate of d1vorce and the fa1rly well-establ1shed fact that 
adult ch1ldren of d1vorce are themselves more l1kely to d1vorce (Gl1ck, 
1988; Glenn & Kramer, 1987; Greenberg & Nay, 1982; Mueller & Pope, 1977; 
Pope & Mueller, 1976) ra1se concern for the well-be1ng of young adults, 
espec1ally the1r ab1l1ty to establish and ma1nta1n close relat1onsh1ps 
(Glenn & Kramer, 1985). In sp1te of the fact that the generat1on that 
1s approach1ng adulthood today may have came from d1verse f~ly 
backgrounds, and faced challenges far d1fferent from those of a s1~lar 
cohort 50 years ago, Glick (1988) observed, "the preferred goal of most 
young adults w11l cont1nue to be a permanent f1rst marnage" (Ghck, 
1988, p. 872). 
The establ1shment of 1nt1mate relat1onsh1ps 1s a central 1ssue for 
young adults. McGoldnck and Carter {1982) proposed a systemJ.c vers1on 
of the f~ly hfe cycle that beg1ns w1th the "unattached young adult" 
who 1s "between f~hes" (McGoldrick & Carter, 1982, p. 176). 
Accord1ng to th1s conceptual1zat1an, the bas1c task of the young adult 
at th1s stage 1s to came to terms w1th h1s or her f~ly of or1g1n. 
Thls 1nvolves atta1n1ng appropr1ate autonomy whlle establ1shlng a 
"canfortable 1nterdependence" w1th the parental generat1on (Cohler & 
Geyer, 1982, p. 209). Young adulthood 1s cons1dered the cornerstone of 
adulthood. "It 1s a tlme to fonnulate personal life goals and to becane 
a 'self' before JOln1ng w1th another to form a new f~ly subsystem" 
(McGoldr1ck & Carter, 1982, p. 175). In a s1~lar manner, from the 
psychosoc1al perspect1ve of Er1ksan (1963, 1968), 1dent1ty format1on 1s 
the central task of adolescence, and the establ1shment of an 1nt1mate 
mode of 1nterpersonal relationship 1s the maJor developmental 1ssue for 
young adults. Successful resol utlan of thls central task of young 
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adulthood 1s reflected 1n a capac1ty to c~t oneself to endur1ng 
1nt1mate relat1onsh1ps that are character1zed by a h1gh degree of 
closeness and cammun1cat1on (Orlofsky, 1n press). 
I 
There 1s same ev1dence 1n the l1terature that parental d1vorce may 
have a negat1ve effect on the ab1l1ty of same young adults to fonn 
1nhmate relahonsh1ps (Chess, Thanas, Kern, MJ.ttelman, & Cohen, 1983; 
Kalter, R1emer, Br1ckman, & Chen, 1985; Southworth, & Schwarz, 1987; 
Wallerste1n & Blakeslee, 1989). However, research f1nd1ngs concern1ng 
the long-tenn effects of d1vorce for ch1ldren are often contrad1ctory 
(Amato & Ke1th, 1991; Lauer & Lauer, 1991; Raschke, 1987), 1nd1cat1ng 
the complex1ty of the 1ssue. The well-be1ng of young adults, 1nclud1ng 
the ab1l1ty to establ1sh close 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps, appears to 
be related to a range of personal and f~ly factors (Amato & Ke1th, 
1991; Cooper, Holman, & Bra1thwa1te, 1983; Emery, 1988a; Hess & camera, 
1979; Pett, 1982; Wallerste1n & Kelly, 1980). 
A search of the l1terature revealed relat1vely l1ttle 1nformation 
concern1ng the factors that contr1bute to 1nt1macy format1on 1n young 
adults. An assumpt1on of th1s research was that the qual1ty of close 
1nterpersonal relat1onships 1s an important measure of soc1al competence 
and well-be1ng 1n young adults (Er1kson, 1968). Several personal, 
interpersonal, and f~ly relat1onsh1p var1ables were 1dent1f1ed as 
relat1ng to the healthy development of young adults and to the1r 
capac1ty to fonn close 1nterpersonal relat1onships. Us1ng a f~ly 
systems perspect1ve, the purpose of th1s study was to test a model of 
personal, 1nterpersonal, and f~ly factors as pred1ctors of the qual1ty 
of 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps of young adults. 
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Theoret1cal Background 
Farrnly systems theory 1s based on Bertalanffy's (1968) def1n1t1on 
of a system as an organ1zat1on of mutually dependent parts operat1ng 
w1th1n a broader soc1al context (H1ll, 1972; Walsh, 1982). The 
essent1al po1nt of a systems perspect1ve 1s a concern for wholeness and 
organ1zat1on rather than an exarrnnat1on of 1nd1v1dual parts 1n 1solation 
(Rob1nson, 1980). Bronfenbrenner {1979) descr1bed human development as 
occurr1ng 1n an ecolog1cal env1ronment of nested contexts, spec1f1cally, 
the cultural and soc1al bel1efs and att1tudes surround1ng the farrnly, 
the soc1al supports ava1lable, the 1~ate farrnly 1nteract1on, and the 
1ndiv1dual psycholog1cal campetenc1es of the develop1ng ch1ld (Kurdek, 
1981). Kurdek emphas1zed the 1mportance of cons1der1ng the 1nteract1on 
of a number of var1ables from d1fferent systems levels. The present 
research focused on 1nd1v1dual development w1th1n the context of the 
farrnly system. 
Interpersonal Relat1onsh1ps of Young Adults 
Bowen (1971) contr1buted same 1mportant 1deas to farrnly systems 
th1nk1ng that are relevant to the development of 1nt1macy 1n young 
adults. One of these 1s the concept of d1fferent1at1on of self, wh1ch 
refers to the relat1ve abil1ty of ind1v1duals to manage 1nd1v1dual1ty 
and togetherness 1n the1r hves. Accord1ng to th1s concept, 1nd1v1duals 
have both a capac1ty for 1ntellectually dete~ned (the 1ntellectual 
system) and emot1onally dete~ned (the emot1onal system) funct1on1ng. 
When these two systems rema1n funct1onally separate and 1n harmony, the 
1ndiv1dual has the cho1ce of operat1ng 1n e1ther mode. When the two 
systems do not remain separate and balanced, the person's th1nk1ng and 
behav1or tend to became more emotionally dete~ned, and they may become 
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1ncreas1ngly react1ve to emot1onal1ty 1n others. In poorly 
d1fferent1ated 1nd1v1duals, emot1ons and forces toward togetherness are 
predam1nant, and they have d1ff1culty v1ew1ng the1r world obJectlvely. 
Indiv1duals tend to be attracted to and marry partners who have a 
s1rralar level of dlfferent1at1on. More hlghly different1ated people are 
more llkely to have relatlonshlps 1n whlch there 1s a balance between 
togetherness and indlv1dual1ty. 
Problems 1n thls stage are usually related to a young person 
rema1n1ng 1nappropr1ately dependent or break1ng away 1n a pseudo-
lndependent cutoff. The concept of emot1onal cutoff descr1bes the way 
same young adults deal w1th unresolved fus1on 1n famdl1es of or1g1n by 
d1stanc1ng themselves phys1cally or emot1anally or both. CUtoffs never 
resolve emot1onal relat1onshlps, anq young people who attempt to 
separate from the1r fam1lies 1n thls way do so react1vely, and 1n fact 
rema1n emot1onally bound to the fam1ly system. People who are cut off 
from 1mportant fam1ly relat1onshlps are part1cularly vulnerable to 
1ntense fus1on 1n other relat1onshlp systems (Bowen, 1971; Kerr, 1981). 
Resolv1ng relat1onshlp 1ssues w1th the farraly of or1g1n 1nvolves a 
gradual shlft to an adult-to-adult relat1onshlp w1th one's parents, 
where there 1s mutual respect and a personal fonn of relat1ng "in whlch 
young adults can apprec1ate parents as they are, needing ne1ther to make 
them 1nto what they are not, nor to blame them for what they could not 
be. Ne1ther do young adults need to comply w1th parental expectat1ons 
and w1shes at the1r own expense" (McGoldnck & Carter, 1982, p. 177). 
Cohler and Geyer (1982) observed that the extent to which thls 
separat1on can be negot1ated depends on the life experiences of both 
generat1ons, 1nclud1ng the capac1ty of each generat1on to ach1eve 
separat1on. 
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Accord1ng to carter and McGoldr1ck (1980), the f~ly 1s an 
emohonal system that moves through hme. The f~ly system has both a 
vert1cal and a hor1zontal ax1s. The vert1cal flow 1n a system 1ncludes 
patterns of relat1ng and funct1on1ng that are tr~tted down the 
generat1ons 1n a f~ly. The hor1zontal ax1s 1ncludes anx1ety produced 
by stress 1n a f~ly as 1t moves through t1rne, cop1ng w1th the changes 
and trans1t1ons of the f~ly l1fe cycle. These 1nclude both the 
pred1ctable developmental stresses and unpred1ctable hfe events. When 
there 1s 1ntense stress 1n the vert1cal ax1s, even a small amount of 
stress on the hor1zantal ax1s produces great dlsrupt1on 1n the f~ly. 
The more successful a young adult 1s 1n cam1ng to terms w1th f~ly of 
or1g1n 1ssues, the fewer vert1cal stressors w1ll follow hlm or her 1nto 
the new f~ly's l1fe cycle (McGoldr1ck & Carter, 1982). 
Er1kson conce1ved of human development as a l1felong process 
occurr1ng w1thln a context of 1nterpersonal, env1ranmental, and cultural 
factors (GoldsteJ.n, 1984). The central task of young adulthood, 
accord1ng to Er1kson's (1963; 1968) theory, 1s to establ1sh an 1nt1mate 
mode of personal relat1onsh1p. A person who has the capac1ty for 
1nhmacy 1s able to "ccmm.t hunself to concrete affillahons and 
partnersh1ps and to develop the ethlcal strength to ab1de by such 
ccmm.tments even though they may call for s1gn1f1cant sacr1f1ces and 
canpram.ses" (Enkson, 1963, p. 263). Orlofsky (1n press) descnbed 
1nt1macy as a cont1nuously evolv1ng capac1ty and l1felong concern that 
meets 1ts hrst test dunng young adulthood "when 1ndl.v1duals are faced 
w1th the task of choos1ng long-term, perhaps llfe-long partners and 
estabhshl.ng bonds of mutual love." Tesch and Wh1tbourne (1982) 
observed that although the 1nt1macy versus 1solat1on 1ssue 1s of great 
concern dur1ng early adulthood, many people do not resolve or even 
confron~ true 1nt1rnacy unt1l well 1nto adulthood. 
Farrnly Var1ables 
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The parent-chl.ld relat1onshl.p appears to contr1bute to the qual1ty 
of young adults' 1nterpersonal relat1onshl.ps. The soc1al1zat1on of 
children occurs 1n the context of the parent-chl.ld relat1onshl.p 
(Peterson & Roll1ns, 1987). An author1tat1ve style of parent1ng, 
character1zed by parental support and 1nduct1ve control, has been l1nked 
to pos1t1ve child outcomes in the areas of cogn1t1ve, ernot1onal, and 
soc1al development (Burl, Kirchner, & Walsh, 1987; Demo, Small, & SavJ.n-
Wllllams, 1987; Felson & Z1el1nsk1, 1989; Gecas & Schwalbe, 1986; Gecas 
& Seff, 1990; Hoelter & Harper, 1987; Kurdek, 1981; Peterson & Roll1ns, 
1987; Roll1ns & Thomas, 1979). When support is not ava1lable w1thl.n the 
fam1ly, adolescents tend to def1ne themselves more 1n terms of dat1ng 
relat1onshl.ps. Parental d1vorce and remarr1age are factors that may at 
least temporar1ly contr1bute to lower support ava1lable to chl.ldren 
(Hoelter & Harper, 1987). 
Cohes1ve farrnl1es prov1de love and support, and adaptab1l1ty 1s 
related to a type of dl.sc1pl1ne that reflects a bel1ef 1n the 
adolescent's ab1l1ty to dete~ne hl.s or her l1fe course (Openshaw & 
Thomas, 1986). Ident1ty achievement dur1ng adolescence 1s best achl.eved 
when there 1s a balance between fam:Lly connectedness (cohes1on) and 
encouragement of 1nd1v1dual1ty (adaptab1l1ty) (Campbell, Adams, & 
Dobson, 1984). In d1vorced farrnlies a democrat1c style of fam1ly 
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leadersh1p and cohes1on were assoc1ated w1th s1gn1f1cantly more pos1t1ve 
ch1ld and parental funct1on1ng (Elwood & Stolberg, 1991). 
The l1terature supports the 1mportance of a strong parental 
marr1age to the 1nt1mate relat1onsh1ps of ch1ldren. For example, happy 
parental marr1ages contribute to more pos1tive att1tudes toward marr1age 
and courtsh1p progress 1n young wcmen (Long, 1987). An unhappy marnage 
1n the parental generat1on has been strongly related to unhappy f~ly 
and mantal relabonsh1ps of marned ch1ldren (Booth & Edwards, 1989). 
A study by Amato (1991) demonstrated that although att1tudes toward 
d1vorce have gradually became more accept1ng, there cont1nues to be a 
w1dely-held bel1ef that parental d1vorce has pr1mar1ly negat1ve 
consequences for ch1ldren. Research also has only gradually sh1fted 
from a focus on the patholog1cal aspects of d1vorce to a redef1n1tion of 
divorce and 1ts related forms as normat1ve f~ly processes (Ahrens & 
Rodgers, 1987; Walsh, 1982). A current v1ew holds that although d1vorce 
may be a source of cons1derable stress, 1t 1s not the d1vorce 1tself but 
the process that beg1ns somewhere 1n the past before the d1vorce and 
cont1nues afterwards that pred1cts the adJustment of cmldren (Cherl1n, 
Furstenberg, Chase-Lansdale, Kl.ernan, Rob1ns, Mornson, & Te1tler, 1991; 
Emery, 1988b) . 
Ahrens (1979) proposed the concept of the b1nuclear f~ly 1n 
wh1ch the or1g1nal nuclear f~ly 1s reorgan1zed 1nto two 1nterrelated 
households. Under the best of c1rcumstances, boundanes 1n the f~ly 
are reahgned and the focus of the parents smfts fran the spousal 
relat1onsh1p toward a new relat1onsh1p that 1s focused on the welfare of 
the1r cmldren. Ahrens and Rodgers (1987) dehned a funcbonal d1vorce 
as "one 1n wmch spouses are able to move through the trans1bons of 
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d1sorg~z1ng the nuclear f~ly w1thout creat1ng severe deb1l1tat1ng 
cnses for themselves and other f~ly members" (p. 131). Factors 
related to favorable long-tenm post-dlvorce adJustment 1n chlldren are 
f1nanc1al resources, cooperat1on between parents 1n the1r parental role, 
an author1tat1ve style of parent1ng on the part of the custod1al parent, 
and regular contact and a pos1t1ve relat1onshlp w1th the non-custodial 
parent (Emery, 1988b; Kurdek, 1981}. 
Research 1ndlcates that parental confl1ct that lS open and 
ongo1ng, whether or not the parents are d1vorced, has both l~ate and 
long-tenm negatl.ve consequences for chl.ldren (Chess et al., 1983; 
Ell1son, 1983; Emery, 1982; Emery & O'Leary, 1982; Hether1ngton, 1979; 
Hether1ngton, Cox, & Cox, 1979; Kalter, 1987; Porter & O'Leary, 1980; 
Raschke, 1987), although the effects of confl1ct may be more deleter1ous 
1n d1vorced f~l1es (Hether1ngton & camara, 1984). Styles of confl1ct 
resolut1on and the degree of cooperat1on between parents 1n both 
d1vorced and 1ntact f~l1es have been found to pred1ct levels of 
adJustment 1n chlldren. Hostlle, angry, and avo1dant parental confllct 
styles contr1bute to ongo1ng conflict and polar1zed f~ly 
relahonshlps. Cooperation between parents and the use of CClTpronu.se 
produce pos1t1ve resolut1on of confl1ct and 1ncreased closeness among 
farrnly members (camera & Resn1ck, 1989). 
Based on the ex1st1ng l1terature, therefore, young adults' 
percept1ons of the parental relat1onshlp, parents' use of a reason1ng 
style of confl1ct resolut1on, the qual1ty of the1r relat1onshlp w1th 
mother and w1th father, and farrnly adaptab1lity and cohes1on were 
hypothes1zed to demonstrate pos1t1ve relat1onshlps w1th the 
1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty of young adults. In add1tion, 
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parents' use of threats and of v1olence to resolve confl1ct were 
hypothes1zed as hav1ng a negat1ve relat1onsh1p w1th 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1p qual1ty; further, parental mar1tal status and gender of the 
subJect were hypothes1zed to demonstrate an assoc~at1on w~th 
1nterpersona'1 relahonship quah ty. 
Personal and Interpersonal Var1ables 
Self-esteem was descr1bed by Rosenberg {1965) as the pos1tive or 
negat1ve att1tude toward self as obJect. Cl1nebell and Cl1nebell (1970) 
contended that there 1s a d1rect relat~onsh1p between self-esteem and 
1nt1macy: "a robust sense of one's worth 1s an essent1al part of a hrrn 
sense of ident1ty; as such, 1t 1s a necessary foundat1on for depth 
relahonsh1ps" (p. 71). Further, a person who cons1ders herself or 
himself to have l1ttle value and to be unlovable expects reJection, and 
rather than r1sk re]ect1on avo1ds closeness. ~s type of person may 
marry only to get as he or she feels they have l1ttle to g1ve. Erikson 
{1963; 1968) also conceptualized self-esteem as contr~but1ng to a strong 
sense of 1denh ty. A person who 1s unsure of h1s or her 1dentl ty may 
avo~d close relat1onsh1ps or "throw h1mself 1nto acts of 1nt1macy that 
are 'pramscuous' w1thout true fu5~on or real self-abandon" (Enkson, 
1968 1 p o 135) • 
Anx~ety has been assoc~ated w1th both parental divorce and 
confl~ct. In the ~mmed1ate aftermath of d~vorce, ch1ldren and 
adolescents may exper~ence acute anx~ety related to feel~ngs of fear and 
vulnerab~l1ty (Wallerste1n & Kelly, 1980). G1ven t1me and reasonably 
favorable c1rcurnstances, most ch1ldren are able to adJust to the changes 
1n the1r f~l1es (Hether1ngton, 1979). A few studles report, however, 
that as girls from divorced f~l1es approach adulthood, when 
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relahonshlps w1th males and 1ssues of 1ntlmacy and commtment are at 
the forefront developmentally, they may exper1ence a delayed react1on to 
the dlvorce of the1r parents 1n the form of depress1on and 1ncreased 
anx1ety (Hether1ngton, 1972; Kalter et al., 1985; Wallerste1n & 
Blakeslee, 1989). 
Wallerste1n and Blakeslee (1989) observed that although young 
adult males may be concerned about the same 1ssues, they do not seem to 
exper1ence a s1rrnlar degree of anx1ety 1n the1r relat1onshlps w1th 
females. Guttman (1989), 1n a study of male Israel1 sold1ers ages 19 to 
21, reported no d1fferences between men from d1v?rced homes and those 
from 1ntact farruly backgrounds on measures of 1nt1macy. Ke1th and 
F1nlay (1988) reported that parental dlvorce appeared to have no effect 
on hlgher status males, 1nd1cahng that econorru.c and soc1al class 
factors may med1ate the effects for men. 
In other stud1es, parental confl1ct that 1s open and ongo1ng, but 
not dlvorce, was related to anxiety among ch1ldren and adolescents 
(Holman & Woodroffe-Patrlck, 1988; Slater & Haber, 1984). Lauer and 
Lauer (1991) argued that young adults from problemat1c farrnly 
backgrounds are as capable of hav1ng relat1onshl.ps that are as 
meamngful as young people from happy homes. Due to the1r expenences 
they may have more doubts and anx1et1es about the1r relat1onshlps, 
plac1ng the1r relationshlps at 1ncreased r1sk. 
The 1mportance of effect1ve confl1ct management to 1nterpersonal 
relat1onshlps has been dramat1cally demonstrated 1n the work of Gottman 
(1991) and colleagues. Gottman cla1ms to be able to pred1ct w1th more 
than 95% accuracy couples at r1sk for d1vorce based on observat1on of 
the way 1ndlv1duals respond to confl1ct early 1n the1r relat1onshlps. 
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There appears to be l1ttle consensus 1n the l1terature about how 
1nd1v1duals develop a part1cular style of response to confl1ct 1n close 
relat1onshlps. Kalter (1987} descr1bed the capac1ty to modulate 
aggress1ve 1mpulses as one of the developmental achlevements of 
chlldhood and adolescence. Thls capac1ty, as well as other 1mportant 
developmental tasks, 1s the result of an ongo1ng, car1ng relat1onshlp 
between parent and chlld as well as the mutual support and respect 
between parents that a chlld observes and absorbs. In an env1ronment of 
mutual car1ng and respect the grow1ng ch1ld learns to balance hls or her 
own needs w1th those of others, develop1ng soc1ally adapt1ve behav1or 
and the ab1l1ty to be appropr1ately assert1ve. 
Based on the ex1st1ng l1terature, therefore, self-esteem and 
conflict management sk1lls were hypotlies1zed to have a pos1t1ve 
relat1onshlp w1th 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty 1n young adults, 
and anx1ety was hypothes1zed to have a negat1ve relat1onshlp. S1nce 
prev1ous stud1es supported the 1nvest1gat1on of the role of parental 
mar1tal status 1n pred1ct1ng 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty 1n young 
adults, this var1able was 1ncluded 1n the research model. In add1t1on, 
because of the reported differences between males and females 1n the1r 
approach to 1nt1mate relationshlps, gender of subJect was also 1ncluded 
as a predlctor var1able (Guttman, 1989; Wallerste1n & Blakeslee, 1989). 
See F1gure 1 for a d1agram of the hypothes1zed model. 
Insert F1gure 1 about here 
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Methods 
SubJects and Procedure 
SubJects for this purpos1ve non-randam1zed study were students at 
a southwestern un1vers1ty, recru1ted from the fall and spr1ng 
enrollments of a course ent1tled Human Development 1n the F~ly. 
Part1c1pat1on was voluntary. From the fall enrollment of 254 students, 
211 (83%) completed the quest1onna1res, and from the spr1ng enrollment 
of 241 students, 210 (87%) part1c1pated. From the total of 421 
questlonna1res that were campleted, a final sarrple was selected of 356 
students (84% of the total number) who were between the ages of 18 and 
24, and who had spec1f1ed parental mar1tal status as marr1ed, separated, 
or dl vorced. 
The sample was 85% female (n = 303) and 14% male (n = 50), w1th a 
mean age of 19.97. Three subJects d1d not 1ndlcate gender. Eighty-mne 
percent (89%) of the subjects were Caucas1an (n = 317), w1th Nat1ve 
Amencan 5% (n = 17), and Afncan Amencan 3% (n = 12) as the next 
largest groups, and other 3% (n = 10). Rel1g1ous preference was 
1nd1cated as Protestant 73% (n = 260), cathol1c 15% (n = 54), Jew1sh .3% 
(n = 1), and 11% other (n = 41). S1xty-four percent (n = 227) descr1bed 
themselves as moderately rel1g1ous, 18% (n = 66) as very relig1ous, 17% 
(n = 61) as not very rel1g1ous, and .6% (n = 2) as not rel1g1ous at all. 
Current relatlonshlp status was reported as 91% s1ngle (n = 323), 3% 
marr1ed (n = 12), and 6% engaged (n = 20). F1fty-e1ght percent (n = 
206) reported currently be1ng 1n a steady relationshlp, but thls f1gure 
1s not exact s1nce same subJects responded 1n more than one category 
(e.g., engaged and go1ng steady). 
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F~ly background 1nformat1on 1nd1cated that 66% (n = 235) of the 
parents' marr1ages were 1ntact, and 34% (n = 121) were d1vorced or 
separated. A ma]or1ty of both parents were employed. Of the fathers, 
93% were employed (n = 332), .8% were unemployed (n = 3}, 2.5% were 
ret1red (n = 9), and 3.4% (n = 12) were deceased or not reported. The 
mothers were reported as 79% employed (n = 277), 21% not employed (n = 
74), .6% ret1red (n = 2), and .8% (n = 3} e1ther deceased or not 
reported. F~ly 1ncame was reported by 85% of the subjects as moderate 
to moderately hlgh (n = 302), hlgh 8% (n = 30}, moderately low to low 6% 
(n = 23). Est1mated 1nca:ne levels were cons1stent w1th the occupatlonal 
categor1es of the parents. A ma]or1ty of fathers (69%, n = 227) were 
classif1ed as profess1onal/techn1cal or managers/adnnn1strators. 
Occupations of the rema1n1ng 31% of fathers 1ncluded sales, 
craftsmenjoperat1ves, farm1ng and serv1ce work. Mothers were class1fied 
as 54% (n = 147) profess1onal/tec~cal or managers/adnnn1strators, and 
26% (n = 71) cler1cal workers, w1th the rema1n2ng 20% as sales persons, 
craftsmen/operat1ves, laborers, farmers and serv1ce workers. 
Measures 
The self-report questlonna1re used 1n thls study 1ncl uded 
prev1ously established 1nstruments and rev1s1ons of previously 
establ1shed 1nstruments. A standard fact sheet was used to assess 
demographlc character1st1cs. 
The Interpersonal Relat1onshlp Scale (IRS). A mod1f1cation of the 
Interpersonal Relatlonsh1p Scale (Guerney ,, 1977; Schle1n, 1971) was used 
to measure trust and 1nt1macy 1n the close 1nterpersonal relat1onshlps 
of dat1ngjpremar1tal young adults. The or1g1nal Likert-type scale of 52 
1tems was used. SarrQ;:lle 1tems were, "In our relat1onship I am caut1ous 
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and play it safe," and "I can express strong, deep feeh.ngs to my 
partner." Response cho1ces ranged fran 1 = "strongly agree" to 5 = 
"strongly d1sagree." The orig1nal 1nstruct1ons were mochhed to request 
the subJect to "th1nk about a close relat1onsh1p you are currently 
1nvol ved 1n, or an 1mportant relat1onsh1p you have been 1n 1n the past." 
While Guer.ney (1977~ reported a two-month test-retest rel1ab1l1ty of 
.92, a Cronbach's coeff1c1ent alpha of .95 was establ1shed w1th the 
current sample. 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE). Self-esteem was measured us1ng 
the Guttman format Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1979). A 
Guttman scale typ1cally cons1sts of a relatively small number of items 
that measure a ~d1mens1onal concept, such as self-esteem, and 1s 
constructed 1n such a way that a subJect's answer1ng pattern can be 
predicted from the total score (Isaac & Michael, 1981; Kerl1nger, 1986). 
Based on responses to 10 1terns that "deal w1th a general favorable or 
unfavorable global self att1tude" (Rosenberg, 1979, p. 292), a set of 
s1x scales result1ng 1n a s1ngle score were used. Scale 1tem I of the 
RSE was contr1ved from the camb1ned responses to 1tems 3, 7, and 9; 
scale 1tem II was based on combined responses to 1tems 4 and 5; scale 
1 terns I I I, IV, and V were based on responses to 1 terns 1, 8, and 10; and 
scale 1tem VI was based on responses to 1terns 2 and 6 (Rosenberg, 1979). 
Sample 1terns were, "On the whole, I am sat1shed w1th myself," and "I 
certa1nly feel useless at t1mes." Responses were measured on a 4-po1nt 
L1kert-type scale rang1ng from 1 = "strongly agree" to 4 = "strongly 
d1sagree." Rosenberg (1979) reported a coeff1c1ent of reproduct1b1l1ty 
of .92, a coeffic1ent of scalab1l1ty of .72, and test-retest 
rel1ab1l1t1es of .85 and .88. 
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The State-Tra1t Anx1ety Inventory (STAI). Spe1lberger, Gorsuch, 
and Lushene (1970) 1dent1fied two types of anx1ety as state anx1ety and 
tra1t anx1ety. State anx1ety was def1ned as a trans1tory emot1onal 
state that occurs 1n response to a spec1f1c st1mulus. Tra1t anx1ety was 
def1ned as a global, relat1vely stable character1st1c of an 1nd1v1dual. 
Th1s study ut1l1zed the state scale only. Instruct1ons for the state 
scale were mod1f1ed by asking the subJect to th1nk about be1ng 1n a 
c~tted relationsh1p, e1ther one 1n wh1ch they were presently 
1nvolved, or a future relat1onship, and to report the1r emot1onal 
response to each statement. The state scale cons1sted of 20 1tems that 
were measured on a 4-po1nt summated rat1ng scale. Response cho1ces 
ranged from 1 = "not at all" to 4 = "very much so." Semple 1tems were 
as fellows: Anx1ety present, "I am tense"; anx1ety absent, "I feel 
calm," and "I feel secure." Reported 1ntemal cons1stency rehabJ. h ty 
coeff1c1ents for the state scale ranged from .83 to .92 (Spe1lberger et 
al., 1970). A Cronbach's coeff1c1ent alpha of .94 was establ1shed, 
based on the current data. 
Confl1ct Resolut1on Scale. The confl1ct management sk1lls of 
young adults 1n close 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps were measured us1ng 
the confl1ct resolution subscale of PREPARE (Foum1er, Olson, & 
Druckman, 1982). Although the scale was des1gned for engaged couples, 
the J.tems measure the way confl1ct 1s handled by an 1nd1v1dual J.n a 
relat1onshJ.p. Instruct1ons were altered for thJ.s study by ask1ng that 
subJects thJ.nk of a close relatJ.onshJ.p they were presently 1nvolved in 
or a past close relat1onsh1p as they responded to each statement. The 
10 1tems were measured on a fJ.ve-poJ.nt L1kert-type scale that ranged 
fran 1 ="strongly agree" to 5 ="strongly d1sagree.". Semple 1tems 
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were, "In order to end an argument, I usually g1ve 1n," and ''When we are 
hav1ng a problem, I can always tell my partner what 1s bother1ng me." 
Based on data obta1ned from the present study, 1nternal cons1stency 
rel1ab1l1ty us1ng Cronbach coeff1c1ent alpha was .77, sl1ghtly hlgher 
than the prev1ously reported rel1ab1lity of .72 (Fourn1er et al., 1982). 
Parent-Chlld Relatlonshlp Survey. F1ne, Moreland, and Schwebel 
{1983) developed th1s 1nstrument to assess adults' (over age 18} 
percept1ans of the qual1ty of the1r current relat1onshlp w1th each 
parent. The relatlonshlp d1mens1ons assessed by thls scale were the 
adults' percept1ons of the1r relat1anshlps w1th the1r parents 1n regard 
to trust, closeness, role clar1ty, perceptual accuracy, anger, 
cammun1cat1on, respect, and the 1nfluen~e the parent has 1n the1r life. 
Separate 24-ltem scales were provided for assess1ng the current status 
of the relat1anshlp w1th each parent. Sample 1tems were, ''How nruch tlme 
do you feel you spend with your father (mother)?", and ''How confldent 
are you that your mother (father) would help you when you have a 
problem?" Items were measured on a seven-p01nt sumnated scale that 
var1ed accord1ng to the question. For example, response cho1ces for the 
first sample 1tem were, "1 = almost none, 7 =a great deal," and for the 
second sample 1tem, "1 = not at all, 7 = extremely." Authors of the 
instrument reported 1nternal cons1stency rel1ab1lities of .94 and .96 
(F1ne et al., 1983). Internal cons1stency rel1ab111t1es based on the 
current sample us1ng Cronbach's coeffic1ent alpha were .94 for the 
mothers scale and .97 for the fathers scale. 
Parental Relationshlp Qual1tv. The perce1ved qual1ty of the 
parental relationshlp was measured by a mod1fied vers1on of the Qual1ty 
of Coparental Corrmurucat1on Scale (Ahrens, 1983) whlch measures the 
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general level of confl1ct, c~cat1on, and support 1n coparental 
relat1onsh1ps of d1vorced couples. The or1g1nal 1nstrument cons1sted of 
two subscales, one address1ng confl1ct (four 1tems), and the other 
address1ng support 1ssues (s1x 1tems). Because the or1g1nal scale 
measured parents' percept1onS of the1r relat1onsh1ps, and the present 
study focused on young adults' percept1ons of parental relat1onsh1ps 1n 
1ntact, separated, or d1vorced f~l1es, 1tems were el1nnnated that 
appl1ed only to a divprced s1tuat1on, and the rema1n1ng 1tems were 
reworded to obta1n the subJect's percept1on. For example, the 1tem, 
''When you and your former spouse d1scuss parenhng 1ssues, how often 
does an argument result?" was changed to "When your parents d1scuss 
parenting 1ssues, how often does an argument result?" Three 1 terns that 
referred spec1f1cally to d1vorced parents were el1nnnated. The 
result1ng seven 1tems were measured on a S-po1nt L1kert-type response 
scale rang1ng fran 1 = "always" to 5 ="never." Rehab1hty of .86 
based on the present sample us1ng Cronbach's coeffic1ent alpha was 
w1th1n the prev1ously reported range of .74 to .88 (Grotevant & carlson, 
1989}. 
Confl1ct Tact1cs Scale (CTS). Percept1ons of spec1f1c styles of 
parental conflict resolut1on were assessed us1ng the Confl1ct Tact1cs 
Scales (Straus. 1979). The CTS measures the use of three modes of 
deal1ng w1th f~ly confl1ct: (a) the reason1ng scale that taps the use 
of rat1onal d1scuss1on, argument, and reason1ng; (b) the verbal 
aggress1on scale that assesses the use of verbal and non-verbal acts 
that symbol1cally hurt another, or the use of threats; and (c) the 
v1olence scale that assesses the use of phys1cal force. This study 
ut1l1zed the Father-Mother Conflict Resolut1on vers1on of Fonn A, a 
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self-report 1nstrurnent composed of a c~ld's percept1on of 15 poss1ble 
parental responses to confl1ct. The 1tems were rated on a 6-polnt 
Llkert-type scale rang1ng from 0 = "never" to 5 = "more than once a 
month." For t~s study the three modes of confhct were treated as 
three separate scales. Examples from each of the scales were: ~arents' 
use of reasomng (PUR), "tned to d1scuss the issue relahvely calmly"; 
parents 1 use of threats (PUT), "yelled and/or 1nsul ted"; and parents 1 
use of v1olence (PUV), "threw somet~ng at the other person." Internal 
cons1stency rehab1hhes for Form A were reported ranging .from .44 to 
.91 (Straus, 1979). Internal cons1stency rel1ab1l1ty was establ1shed 
us1ng Cronbach 1 s coeffic1ent alpha based on the present data: .78 for 
parents 1 use of reasomng, . 89 for parents 1 use of threats, and . 94 for 
parents' use of violence. 
~ly Adaptability and Cohes1an Scale III (FACES III). The two 
d1mens1ons of fam1ly funct1on1ng (1.e., cohes1on and adaptab1l1ty) were 
measured us1ng the "real" form of FACES III (Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 
1979). The "real" form assesses how 1nd1v1dual fam1ly members perce1ve 
the1r fanu.ly to be at the present hme, as opposed to the "1deal" form 
that measures how they would l1ke 1t to be. The 20-1tem self-report 
1nstrunent 1s based on the C1rcumplex Model of Fam1ly Systems. High 
scores represent balanced funct1omng 1n the areas of cohes1on and 
adaptab1hty, and low scores represent extreme types or unbalanced 
levels of fam1ly funct1on1ng (Olson, 1991). Adaptab1l1ty refers to the 
ab1l1ty of a system to change 1ts power structure, role relat1ons~ps, 
and rules 1n response to stress and change, and cohes1on 1s def1ned as 
the degree of emot1anal bandlng among fam1ly members (Olson et al., 
1979). The twenty 1tems were measured on a 5-polnt Likert-type scale 
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rang1ng from 1 = "almost never" to 5 = "almost always." A sample 
quest1on from the cohes1on scale was, 'We l1ke to do th1ngs w1th JUSt 
our 1nnahate fanuly ,u and from the adaptab1hty subscale, "ChJ.ldren 
have a say 1n the1r d1se1phne." For the purposes of sconng and 
analys1s, the two subscales were treated as two separate scales, fanuly 
cohes1on (FAMC) and fanuly adaptcili1hty (FAMA). Based on the present 
data, 1nternal cons1stency rel1ab1lit1es us1ng Cronbach's coeff1c1ent 
alpha were fanuly cohes1on .91 and fanuly adaptab1l1ty .76, 1n contrast 
to previously reported rel1ab1lit1es of .77 for cohes1on, and .62 for 
adaptab1l1ty (Grotevant & carlson, 1989). 
Results 
The means and standard dev1at1ons are reported 1n Table 1. 
Insert Table 1 about here 
The matr1x of b1var1ate correlat1ons was exanuned to 1dent1fy poss1ble 
mult1coll1near1ty. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
A correlat1on of .75 was used as an 1nd1cator of multicoll1near1ty. 
None of the b1var1ate correlat1ons exceeded th1s predef1ned cutoff. 
Hierarch1cal mult1ple regress1on analys1s was used to est1mate the 
proport1on of the var1ance 1n the cr1ter1on var1able, qual1ty of 
1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps, that was accounted for by the pred1ctor 
variables: confl1ct resolut1an, self esteem, state anx1ety, relat1onsh1p 
w1th father and w1th mother, the perce1ved parental relationship, the 
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parents' use of reason1ng, threats, and v1olence, f~ly cohes1on, and 
f~ly adaptab1l1ty. A dummy var1able for parental mar1tal status 
(marned coded 1, and separated or divorced coded 0) was 1ncluded as a 
pred1ctor var1able 1n each regress1on equat1on to test for d1fferences 
between young adults from 1ntact and mar1tally d1srupted farruly 
backgrounds. A second dummy vanabl e of gender (male coded 1, female 
coded 0) was 1ncluded as a pred1ctor 1n each regress1on equat1on to test 
for gender d1fferences 1n 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty. 
In the f1rst regress1on equat1on, the model achleved s1gn1f1cance, 
w1th the pr1mary 1ndependent var1ables account1ng for 46% of the 
var1ance 1n 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty (~ = 22.36, p < .0001; 
see Table 3). 
Insert Table 3 about here 
Confl1ct resolut1on and state anx1ety y1elded s1gn1f1cant beta 
coeff1c1ents 1n the model (p < .0001; see Table 3). Spec1f1cally, 
confl1ct resolut1on resulted 1n a ~1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve beta coeff1c1ent 
1n relat1on to interpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty, whlle state anx1ety 
y1elded a s1gn1f1cant negat1ve relat1onshlp to 1nterpersonal 
relationshlp qual1ty. The other var1ables, gender, farrnly adaptabil1ty, 
parental mar1tal status, parents' use of reason1ng, relat1onshlp w1th 
mother, parents' use of v1olence, relat1onship with father, parents' use 
of threats, self esteem, parents' relat1onsh1p and farrnly cohes1on were 
not sign1f1cantly related to interpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty. 
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Regress1on eguat1on w1th 1nteract1on var1ables 
Because parental mar1tal status was a var1able of part1cular 
1nterest 1n thls study, 1n a second equat1on, 1n add1t1on to the pr1mary 
1ndependent var1ables, an add1t1onal set of var1ables was entered to 
test for poss1ble 1nteract1on between mar1tal status and the pr1mary 
1ndependent var1ables. A set of 1nteract1on terms was computed by 
mult1ply1ng parental mar1tal status (coded 1 = marr1ed, 0 = d1vorced or 
separated) by each of the cont1nuous var1ables 1n the or1g1nal model 
(1.e., confl1ct resolut1on, self esteem, state anx1ety, relat1onshlp 
W1th father, relat1onshlp w1th mother, parents' relat1onshlp, parents' 
use of reason1ng, threats, and v1olence, f~ly cohes1on, and f~ly 
adaptab1l1ty). Results of the mult1ple regress1on analys1s us1ng thls 
total set of var1ables 1nd1cated the var1ance 1n the dependent var1able 
1ncreased from 46% to 49% (f = 12.85, p < .0001; see Table 4). 
Insert Table 4 about here 
As ln the orlglnal model, confllct resolutlon and state anxlety remalned 
s1gn1f1cant var1ables (p = .0001; see Table 4). Farrnly adaptabil1ty was 
also s1gn1f1cantly related to 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty (p < 
.05; see Table 4). None of the 1nteract1on terms were s1gn1f1cantly 
related to the cr1ter1on var1able. The extent to whlch 
mult1colllnear1ty ex1sted w1thln the model wa~ ex~ned more prec1sely 
by conduct1ng a tolerance test us1ng the default value of .01 as the low 
level for tolerance. No var1able was found to exceed this value. 
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D1scuss1on 
The purpose of th1s study was to exarrane the extent to which 
selected personal, 1nterpersonal, and farn1ly factors pred1cted the 
1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty of young adults. Part1al support was 
found for the research hypotheses, part1cularly those regard1ng confl1ct 
management and anx1ety. None of the 1~teract1on terms, wh1ch were 
1ncluded 1n the second equat1on to test for poss1ble 1nteract1on between 
' parental mar1tal status and each of the pred1ctor var1ables, was found 
to have a s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1p w1th 1nterpersonal relat1onship 
quality. Thls research, therefore, fa1led to support parental mar1tal 
status as an 1mportant var1able 1n predict1ng relat1onsh1p qual1ty 1n 
young adults. 
Research 1nd1cates that the ab1lity to manage conflict effect1vely 
1s essent1al to the v1ab1l1ty of mar1tal relat1onsh1ps (Bach & Goldberg, 
1974; Gottman, 1991). It 1s not surpr1s1ng, therefore, that confl1ct 
management sk1lls showed a strong relat1onship w1th 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1p qual1ty 1n young adults. The f1nd1ngs of th1s study 
suggest that 1nd1v1duals who are anx1ous and fearful, espec1ally 1n 
regard to close 1nterpersonal relat1onships, are less able to establ1sh 
and ma1nta1n the personal boundar1es necessary to close 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1ps. 
Bowen (1971) descr1bed the two forces 1n human emot1onal systems 
as togetherness (fus1on) and 1nd1v1dual1ty (autonomy). The qual1ty of 
relat1onsh1ps depends on the ab1l1ty of the persons 1nvolved to ach1eve 
a funct1onal balance between emot1ons and 1ntellect. When anx1ety or 
1ntense emot1onal react1v1ty takes over, fus1on rather than true 
mutual1ty occurs (Kerr, 1981). At h1gher levels of d1fferent1at1on the 
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"I" pos1.b.on 1.s predonu.nant. "The 'I' pos1.t1.on debnes pnnc1.ple and 
act1.on 1.n terms of 'th1.s 1.s what I thl.nk or bel1.eve' and 'thl.s 1.s what I 
w1.ll do or not do,' w1.thout 1.mp1.ng1.ng one's own values and bel1.efs on 
others" (Bowen, 1972, p. 140). Lerner's (1990) dehmb.on of 1.ntJ.rracy 
reflected Bowen's pos1.tion. Int1.rracy reqw.res that we be "who we are" 
1.n a relatJ.onship and allow the other person to do the same. "'Be1.ng 
who we are' reqw.res that we can talk openly about thl.ngs that are 
1.mportant to us, that we can take a clear pos1. t1.on on where we stand on 
J.mportant emob.onal l.SSUes I and that we clanfy the hllll. ts of what l.S 
acceptable and tolerable to us 1.n a relatJ.onshJ.p" (p. 3). 
As pred1.cted, there was a strong negative relat1.onshl.p between 
state anx1.ety (anx1.ety related spec1.f1.cally to be1.ng 1.n a close 
relatJ.onshJ.p) and 1.nterpersonal relationshl.p qual1.ty. The results d1.d 
' 
not prov1.de support for a relat1.onshl.p between parental rrar1.tal status 
and relat1.onal anx1.ety, nor was gender a sJ.gn1.f1.cant factor. The 
' 
absence of gender d1.fferences nay be related to the relat1.vely srrall 
number of males 1.n the sample. 
Although self-esteem was s1.gmf1.cantly correlated w1.th 
1.nterpersonal relat1.onshl.p qual1.ty 1.n the b1.var1.ate analys1.s, 1.t was not 
found to be a s1.gmf1.cant factor 1.n the mult1.var1.ate model. This result 
suggests the poss1.b1.lity of a curvil1.near relat1.onshl.p between self-
esteem and 1.nterpersonal relat1.onshl.p qual1.ty, w1.th moderate levels of 
self-esteem pred1.ct1.ng hl.gher qual1.ty 1.nterpersonal relat1.onshl.ps. The 
relat1.vely hl.gh mean score for self-esteem 1.ndicates the need for 
further research 1.n thl.s area us1.ng alternat1.ve measures of self-esteem, 
as well as a more heterogeneous sample. 
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The data fa1led to support the hypotheses concern1ng relat1onshlps 
w1th e1ther parent, the parents' relat1onshlp, parents' use of 
reason1ng, threats, and v1olence, fam1ly cohes1on, or fam1ly 
adaptab11lty. It 1s 1mportant to learn more about how fam11les may best 
contr1bute to the ab1l1ty of young adults to establ1sh and ma1nta1n 
1nt1mate relat1onships. A model us1ng path analys1s is needed to test 
for poss1ble 1nd1rect relat1onshlps. 
The SaJ1'1?le used 1n thls research was predOITilnantly caucas1an, 
~ddle class, Protestant, and female. It would be 1nappropr1ate, 
therefore, to general1ze the f1nd1ngs to a larger populat1on. Further 
research 1s needed us1ng a random SaJ1'1?le that represents a more d1verse 
population from d1fferent geographlcal locations. The strong 
assoc1at1on between anx1ety and 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty 
1ndlcates a need for further study us1ng other measures of anx1ety to 
clarify relationshlps and d1fferences. 
A systems perspect1ve suggests that the qual1ty of 1nt1mate 
relat1onshlps 1n young adults 1s influenced by a number of 1nteract1ng 
var1ables from d1fferent systems levels (Kurdek, 1981). Other 1mportant 
areas for research would be the 1nfluence of fam1ly s1ze, s1bl1ng 
configurat1on, and s1bling relat1onshlps, as well as peer relat1onshlps. 
The contnbut1ons of the larger soc1al and cultural env1ronrnent to the 
behav1or and att1tudes of young adults 1n regard to 1nt1mate 
relationships 1s another important potent1al area for research. 
The results of thls study suggest a number of 1ssues for fam1ly 
educators and for clin1cal pract1ce. For exaJ1'1?le, for farrnly therap1sts 
working w1th young adults and farrnl1es w1th young adult members, 
separat1on and 1nd1v1duat1on from farrnly of or1g1n are ma)or 1ssues. 
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Anx1ety may be v1ewed as a symptom of emot1onal fus1on w1th the f~ly 
of or1g1n (Lauer & Lauer, 1991). The therapeut1c task 1s to ass1st 
f~ly members toward the resolut1on of problemat1c 1ssues, and to help 
move the young person toward a more adult-to-adult relat1onsh1p w1th h1s 
or her parents. The goal 1s not total 1ndependence but a comfortable 
1nterdependence w1th the f~ly of or1g1n. "Same balance must be struck 
between the atta1nment of appropr1ate autonomy and the cont1nu1ng need 
that all adults have for help from others " (Cohler & Geyer, 1982, 
p. 208). 
The results of th1s study clearly 1ndicate that success 1n 1nt1mate 
relat1onsh1ps 1s related to the ab1lity to ach1eve a balance between 
separateness and togetherness that 1s reflected in the ab1l1ty to be 
appropriately assertive concern1ng one's own needs and li~ts 1n a 
relat1onsh1p. Manag1ng conflict effect1vely 1s an 1mportant skill that 
needs to be addressed in both educat1onal and therapeut1c sett1ngs. 
The model that was developed appeared to expla1n a s1gn1f1cant 
port1on of var1ance 1n 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty of young 
adults. The purpose of the research was to beg1n to explore an area 
that has rece1ved l1ttle emp1r1cal attent1on. The 1mportance of the 
study may l1e 1n the number of d1rect1ons for further research that 1ts 
f1nd1ngs suggest. 
References 
Ahrons, C. {1979}. The b1nuclear fann.ly: Two households, one fann.ly. 
Alter.nat1ve L1festyles, 1, 499-515. 
Ahrons, C. R. (1983}. Pred1ctors of paternal 1nvolvement post~vorce: 
Mothers' and fathers' percept~ons. Journal of D1vorce, ~(3), 55-
69. 
29 
Ahrons, C. R., & Rodgers, R. H. (1987). D1vorced farrnl1es: Meet1nq the 
challenge of d1vorce and remarr1aqe. New York: Norton. 
Amato, P. R. (1991}. The "cmld of ~vorce" as a person prototype: B1as 
1n the recall of 1nformat1on about cmldren 1n divorced fann.lies. 
Journal of Marnaqe and the Fann.ly, 53, 59-69. 
Amato, P.R., & Ke1th, B. (1991). Parental d1vorce and adult well-
being: A meta-analys1s. Journal of Marr1aqe and the Fann.ly, 53, 
43-58. 
Bach, G. R. & Goldberg, H. (1974). Creat1ve aqqress1on. Garden C1ty, 
NY: Doubleday. 
Bertalanffy, L. von (1968}. General systems theory. New York: George 
BraZ1ller. 
Booth, A., & Edwards, J. N. (1989}. Transnn.ss1on of man tal quahty 
over the generat1ons: The effect of parental d1vorce and 
unhapp1ness. Journal of D1vorce, 13(2), 41-58. 
Bowen, M. (1971). Farrnly therapy and fann.ly group therapy. In H. 
Kaplan & B. Sadock, (Eds.), Garprehens1ve Group Psychotherapy. 
Balt1more: Will1ams and W1lkins. 
30 
Bowen, M. (1972). Towards the d1fferent1at1on of self in one's own 
farrnly. In J. Frame (Ed.}, Farrnly 1nteract1on: A d1alogue between 
farrnly researchers and farrnly therap1sts. New York: Spr1nger. 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development. 
cambridge, MA: Harvard Un1vers1ty Press. 
Bun, J. R., Kl.rchner, P. A., & Walsh, J. M. (1987). Farrnhal 
correlates of self-esteem 1n young Amer1can adults. Journal of 
Soc1al Psychology, 127{6), 583-588. 
carrara, K. A. & Resn1ck, G. (1989). Styles of confl1ct resolut1on and 
cooperat1on between d1vorced parents: Effects on chlld behav1or and 
development. Amer1can Journal of Orthopsychlatry, 59{4), 560-574. 
campbell, E., Adams, G. R., & Dobson, W. R. (1984). Farrnly correlates 
of 1dentity formation 1n late adolescence: A study of the 
pred1ct1ve ut1l1ty of connectedness and 1nd1v1dual1ty 1n farrnly 
relations. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 13{6), 509-525. 
carter, E. A., & McGoldr1ck, M. (1980). The farrnly life cycle and 
f~ly therapy: An overv1ew. In E. A. carter & M. McGoldr1ck 
(Eds.), The f~ly l1fe cycle: A framework for f~ly therapy. New 
York: Gardner Press. 
Cherhn, A. J., Furstenberg, F. F., Chase-Lansdale, P. L., Kleman, K. 
E., Robins, P. K., Morr1son, D. R., & Te1tler, J. 0. (1991). 
Long1tud1nal stud1es of effects of d1vorce on chlldren 1n Great 
Brita1n and the Un1ted States. Sc1ence, 252, 1386-1389. 
Chess, S., Thooas, A., Kern, S., Mlttelman, M., & Cohen, J. (1983}. 
Early parental att1tudes, d1vorce and separation, and young adult 
outcome: F1ndings of a longitudinal study. Journal of the Amencan 
Academy of Child Psychlatry, 22, 47-51. 
Cl1nebell, H. J., & Cl1nebell, C. H. (1970). The 1nt1mate marr1age. 
New York: Harper & Row. 
Cohler, B. J., & Geyer, S. (1982). Psycholoq1cal autonomy and 
1nterdependence w1th1n the farm.ly. In F. Walsh (Ed.), Nonnal 
Farm.ly Processes (pp. 196-228): New York: GU1lford. 
' -
31 
Cooper, J. E., Holman, J., & Bra1thwa1te, V. A. (1983). Self-esteem and 
farm.ly cohes1on: The ch1ld's perspechve and adJustment. Journal 
of Marnage and the Farm.ly, 45, 153-160. 
Demo, D. H., Small, S. A., & Sav1n-W1ll1ams, R. C. (1987). Farm.ly 
relat1ons and the self-esteem of adolescents and the1r parents. 
Journal of Marr1age and the Farm.ly, 49, 705-715. 
' 
Elhson, E. S. (1983). Issues concermng parental hannony and 
children's psychosoc1al adJustment. Amencan Journal of 
Orthopsycmatry, 53(1), 73-80. 
Elwood, M. S., & Stolberg, A. L. (1991). A prel1rrnnary 1nvest1gat1on of 
farm.ly systems' 1nfluences on 1nd1v1dual d1vorce adJustment. 
Journal of D1vorce, 15(1/2), 157-174. 
Emery, R. E. (1982). Interparental confhct and the ch1ldren of d1scord 
and divorce. Psycholoq1cal Bullet1n, 92, 310-330. 
Emery, R. E. (1988a). Marr1age, d1vorce, and ch1ldren's adJustment. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Emery, R. E. (1988b). Clnldren 1n the chvorce process. Journal of 
Famdly Psychology, 2(2), 141-144. 
Emery, R. E., & O'Leary, K. D. (1982). Children's percept1on of mar1tal 
discord and behav1or problems of boys and g1rls. Journal of 
Abnonnal Psychology, 10(1), 11-24. 
32 
Er1kson, E. H. (1963). ~ldhood and Soc1ety (2nd Ed.). New York: 
Norton. 
Er1kson, E. H. (1968). Ident1ty youth and cr1s1s. New York: Norton. 
Felson, R. B., & Z1el1nsk1, M.A. (1989}. Children's self-esteem and 
parental support. Journal of Marr1age and the F~ly, 51, 727-735. 
F1ne, M.A., Moreland, J. R., & Schwebel, A. I., (1983). Long-tenn 
effects of d1vorce on parent-ch1ld relat1onsh1ps. Developmental 
Psychology, 19(5), 703-713. 
Fourn1er, D. G., Olson, D. H., & Druckman, J. M. (1982). Assess1ng 
mar1tal and pre-mar1tal relat1onsh1ps: The PREPARE-ENRICH 
1nventor1es. In E. E. Fils1nger (Ed.), Marr1age and f~ly 
assessment: A source book for f~ly therapy (pp. 229-250). 
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Furstenberg, F., Nord, C. W., Peterson, J. L., & Z1ll, N. (1983). The 
life course of ch1ldren of divorce: Mar1tal d1sruption and parental 
contact. Amer1can Soc1ological Review, 48, 656-668. 
Gecas, V., & Schwalbe, M. L. (1986). Parental behav1or and adolescent 
self-esteem. Journal of Marr1age and the F~ly, 48, 37-46. 
Gecas, V., & Seff, M.A. (1990). ~l1es and adolescents: A rev1ew ,of 
the 1980s. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 941-958. 
Glenn, N.D., & Kramer, K. B. (1985). The psycholog1cal well-be1ng of 
adult ch1ldren of divorce. Journal of Marr1age and the F~ly, 47, 
905-912. 
Glenn, N. D., & Kramer, K. B. (1987). The marr1ages and d1vorces of 
ch1ldren of d1vorce. Journal of Marr1age and the F~ly, 49, 811-
825. 
33 
Gl~ck, P. C. (1988). F~fty years of f~ly demography: A record of 
soc~al change. Journal of Marr~age and the F~ly, 50, 861-873. 
Goldste~n, E. G. (1984). Ego psychology and soc~al work pract~ce. New 
York: Free Press. 
Gottman, J.,M. (1991). Predicbng the long~tuchnal course of marnages. 
Journal of Mantal and F~ly Therapy, 17(1), 3-7. 
Greenberg, E. F., & Na~, W. R. (1982). The ~ntergenerat~onal 
transnu.ss~on of mantal ~nstab~llty rev~s~ted. Journal of Marnage 
and the F~ly, 44, 335-347. 
Grotevant, H. D., & Carlson. c. I. (1989). Fannly assessment: A qu1de 
to measures and methods. New York: Guilford. 
Guerney, B. G. (1977). Relabonsmp enhancement. San Franc~sco: 
Jessey-Bass. 
Guttman, J. (1989). Int~macy ~n young adult males' relat~onsmps as a 
funct~on of d~vorced and non-~vorced fannly of or~g~n structure. 
Journal of D~vorce, 12(2-3), 253-261. 
Hess, R. D., & camara, K. A. (1979). Post-d~vorce fannly relat~onsmps 
as med1at~ng factors ~n the consequences of ~Vorce for cmldren. 
Journal of Fannly Issues, 35, 79-96. 
Hether1ngton, E. M. (1972). Effects of father absence on personal~ty 
development ~n adolescent daughters. Developmental Psychology, 1, 
313-326. 
Hether~ngton, E. M. (1979). D~v9rce: A cmld's perspect~ve. Amer~can 
Psycholog~st, 34(10), 851-858. 
' 
Hether~ngton, E. M., & camara, K. A. (1984). Fannl~es 1n trans~t~on: 
The processes of ~ssolubon and reconstrucbon. In R. D. Parke, 
(Ed.) Rev1ew of chlld development research (Vol. 7, pp. 398-439). 
Ch1cago: Un1vers1ty of Ch1cago Press. 
Hethenngton, E. M., Cox, M., & Cox, R. (1979). The development of 
chlldren 1n mother-headed fanu.hes. In D. Re1ss & H. A. Hoffman 
(Eds.), The Amer1can fanu.ly: Dy1ng or develop1ng (pp. 117-145). 
New York: Plenun Press. 
34 
Hill, R. {1972). Modern systems theory and the fanu.ly: A confrontat1on. 
Soc1al Sc1ence Informat1on, 10{5), 7-26. 
,Hoelter, J., & Harper, L. (1987). Structural and interpersonal fanu.ly 
1nfluences on adolescent self-concepbon. Journal of Marnage and 
the Fanu.ly, 49, 129-139. 
Holman, T. B., & Woodroffe-Patr1ck, M. (1988). Fanu.ly structure, 
conflict, and chlldren's self-esteem in Trin1dad and Tobago. 
Journal of Fanu.ly Issues, ~(2), 214-223. 
Isaac, S., & M1chael, W. B. (1981}. Handbook 1n research and evaluat1on 
(2nd ed.). San D1ego: Ed1ts. 
Kalter, N. {1987). Long-tenn effects of dlvorce on chlldren: A 
developmental wlnerab1hty model. Amer1can Journal of 
Orthopsychlatry, 57, 585-600. 
Kalter, N., Riemer, B., Bnckman, A., & Chen, J. W. (1985). 
Implicat1ons of parental d1vorce for female development. Journal 
of the Amer1can Academy of Chlld Psychlatry, 24, 538-544. 
Ke1th, V. M., & F1nlay, B. (1988}. The 1mpact of parental dlvorce on 
chlldren's educabonal atta11ment, marital tumng, and hkehhood 
of d1vorce. Journal of Marr1age and the Fanu.ly, 50, 797-809. 
Kerhnger, F. W. (1986). Fotmdations of behav1oral research {3rd ed.). 
New York: Holt, Rlnehart and W1nston. 
35 
Kerr, M. (1981). Farrnly systems theory and therapy. In A. S. Gurman & 
D. P. Kn1skern (Eds.), Handbook of farraly therapy (pp. 226-264). 
New York: Brunner/Mazel. 
Kurdek, L.A. (1981). An 1ntegrat1ve perspect1ve on chlldren's d1vorce 
adJustment. Amencan Psycholog1st, 36{8), 856-858. 
Lauer, R. H., & Lauer, J. C. {1991). The long-tenn consequences of 
problemat1c farrnly backgrounds. Farrnly Relat1ons, 40, 286-290. 
Lerner, H. G. (1989). The dance of 1nhmacy. New York: Harper and Row. 
Long, B. (1987). Percept1ons of parental dlscord and parental 
separat1ons 1n the Un1ted States: Effects on daughter's attitudes 
toward rnarnage and courtship progress. Journal of Social 
Psychology, 127, 573-582. 
McGoldrick, M., & carter, E. A. (1982). The farrnly life cycle. In F. 
Walsh (Ed.), Normal fam1ly processes (pp. 167-195). New York: 
Gw.lford. 
Mlnuchln, S. (1984). Fandly kale1doscope: Images of v1olence and 
heahng. cambndge, MA: Harvard Un1vers1ty Press. 
Mueller, C. W., & Pope, H. {1977). Mar1tal 1nstabil1ty: A study of its 
transnuss1on between generations. Journal of Marriage and the 
Farrnly, 39, 83-93. 
Olson, D. H. {1991). Commentary: Three-dimenslonal {3-D) c1rcumplex 
model and rev1sed sconng of FACES III. Fann.ly Process, 30, 74-79. 
Olson, D. H., Sprenkle, D. H., & Russell, c. S. (1979). Circumplex 
Model of Man tal and Family Systems I: Cohes1on and adaptabihty 
dlmens1ons, farmly types, and clin1cal applicahons. Family 
Process, 18, 3-28. 
Openshaw, D K., & Thomas, D. L (1986). The adolescent self and the 
farrnly. In G. K. Le1gh, & G. W. Peterson (Eds.), Adolescents 1n 
farrnl1es (pp. 104-127) C1nc1nnat1: Southwestern. 
36 
Orlofsky, J. L. (1n press). Int1macy status: Theory and research. In 
J. E. Marc1a, A S. Watennan, D. R. Mateson, S. L. Archer, & J. L. 
Orlofsky (Eds.), Ego 1dent1ty: A handbook for psychosoc1al 
research. New York: Sprlnger-Verlag. 
Peterson, G. W., & Roll1ns, B. C. (1987). Parent-chlld soc1al1zat1on. 
In M. C Sussman & S. K. Steu1rnetz (Eds.), Handbook of marnage and 
the farrnly (pp. 471-507) New York: Plenum Press. 
Pett, M. G. (1982) Correlates of chlldren's soc1al adJustment 
follow1ng d1vorce. Journal of D1vorce, ~(4), 25-39. 
Pope, H., & Mueller, C. W. (1976). The 1ntergenerat1onal transrrass1on 
of mar1tal 1nstab1l1ty: Campar1sons by race and sex. Journal of 
Farruly Issues, 32(1), 49-66. 
Porter, B., & O'Leary, K. D. (1980). Mar1tal d1scord and chlldhood 
behav1or problems. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, ~(3), 287-295. 
Raschke, H. J. (1987). D1vorce. In M. B. Sussman & S. K. Ste1nmetz 
(Eds.), Handbook of marr1age and the farrnly (pp. 597-624). New 
York: Praeger. 
Rob1nson, M. (1980) Systems theory for the beg1nning therap1st 
Austral1an Journal of Farrnly Therapy, 1(4), 183-194. 
Roll1ns, B. C., & Thomas, D L. (1979). Parental support, power, and 
control techn1ques 1n the soc1al1zat1on of chlldren. In W. R. 
Burr, R. H1ll, F. I. Nye, I. L. Re1s (Eds.), Contemporary theor1es 
about the farrnly· Research-based theor1es: Vol. I (pp. 317-364). 
New York: Free Press. 
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Soc1ety and the adolescent self-lrnage 
Pr1nceton, NJ: Pr1nceton Un1vers1ty Press. 
Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conce1v1ng the self. New York: Bas1c Books. 
Schle1n, S. P. (1971). Tra1n1ng dat1ng couples 1n empathlc and open 
cammun1cat1on: An exper1mental evaluat1on of a potent1al mental 
health program. Unpubl1shed doctoral dissertat1on. Pennsylvan1a 
State Un1vers1ty. 
Slater, E. J., & Haber, J.D. (1984). Adolescent adJustment follow1ng 
dlvorce as a funct1on of fam1ly confl1ct. Journal of Consult1ng 
and Cl1n1cal Psychology, 52, 920-921. 
37 
Southworth, s., & Schwarz, J. C. {1987). Post-dlvorce contact, 
relat1onshlp w1th father, and heterosexual trust 1n female college 
students. Amer1can Journal of Orthopsych1atry, 57, 371-382. 
Spe1lberger, c. D., Gorsuch, R. L., Lushene, R. E. {1970). STAI manual 
for the State-Tralt Anx1ety Inventory ("self-evaluatlon 
questionnalre"'). Palo Alto, CA: Consult1ng Psycholog1sts Press. 
Straus, M. A. (1979). Measur1ng 1ntrafam1ly conflict and v1olence: The 
Confl1ct Tact1cs (CT) Scales. 'Journal of Marr1age and the Fam1ly, 
41, 75-79. 
Tesch, S. A., & Whitbourne, S. K. (1982). Int1macy and 1dent1ty status 
in young adults. Journal of Personality and Soc1al Psychology, 
43{5), 1041-1051. 
Un1ted States Department of Educat1on. Off1ce of Educat1on Research and 
Improvement. (1991). Youth 1ndlcators 1991: Trends 1n the well-
belng of Amer1can youth. Washlngton, DC: Gover.nment Pr1nting 
Off1ce. 
38 
Wallerste1n, J S., & Blakeslee, S (1989) Second chances: Men, women, 
and ch1ldren a decade after d1vorce. New York: T1cknor and F1elds. 
Wallerste1n, J. S., & Kelly, J. B. (1980) Surv1v1ng the breakup: How 
ch1ldren and parents cope w1th d1vorce. New York: Bas1c Books. 
Walsh, F. (1982). Conceptual1zat1ons of normal fam1ly funct1on1ng. In 
F. Walsh (Ed.), Normal fam1ly processes New York: Gu1lford. 
39 
Table 1 
Scale Means and Standard Dev1at1ons 
M SD Theoretlcal Actual Range* 
Ran e 
Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p 216.60 28.14 52-260 129-260 
Confl1ct Resolut1an 34.03 7.77 10-50 13-50 
Self-esteem 1.60 1.43 0-24 0-6 
State Anx1ety 36.19 11.20 20-80 20-72 
Relat1onship w1th father 122.29 35.43 24-168 30-167 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 140.44 23.18 24-168 45-168 
Parents' Relabonsh1p 24.29 6.08 7-35 7-35 
Parents' use of Reasomng 20.03 8.14 0-40 0-40 
Parents' use of Threats 14.17 11.55 0-50 0-50 
Parents' use of Violence 4.33 9.96 0-60 0-60 
Family cohes1an 36.09 8.99 10-50 10-50 
~ly Adaptab1l1ty 24.83 6.96 10-50 10-43 
*controlled for rrnss1ng values 
Table 2 
CorrelatJ.on MatrJ.x of PrJ.mary VarJ.ables 
IRQ CR SE SA RF RM PR 
IRQ 1.00 
CR 0.59**** 1.00 
SE -0.31**** -0 .30**** 1.00 
SA -0 .57**** -0 .48**** 0.49**** 1.00 
RF 0.13** 0.12* -0.16*** -0.12* 1.00 
RM 0 .13** 0 07 -0 .18**** -0.12* 0.14** 1.00 
PR 0.13** 0.10* -0.19**** -0.16** 0.60**** 0.23**** 1.00 
PUR -0.08 -0.06 -0.03 0.05 0.15** 0.04 0.18**** 
PUT -0.12* -0.12** 0.11* 0.12* -0. 28**** -0.19**** -0.47**** 
PUV -0.05 -0.12* 0.12* 0.07 -0. 38**** -0.08 -0 .4p**** 
FC 0.18**** 0.15** -0.25**** -0. 24**** 0.36**** 0.59**** 0. 43**** 
FA 0.02 -0.08** -0.07 -0.04 0.11* 0.16*** 0.15** 
PMS 0.09* 0.09* -0.06 -0.05 0.38**** 0.13** 0.47**** 
G -0.12* -0.13** -0.05 0.06 0.02 -0.04 -0.03 
IRQ = Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Qual1ty; CR = Conflict resolut1on; SE = Self-Esteem; 
SA = State Anx1ety; RF = Relat1onsh1p w1th Father; 
RM = Relat1onsh1p w1th Mother; PR = Parents' Relat1onsh1p; 
PUR = Parents' use of Reason; PUT = Parents' use of Threats; 
PUV = Parents' use of V1olence; FC = Fam1ly Cohes1on: FA = Fam1ly Adaptab1l1ty; 
PMS = Parental Mar1tal Status; G = Gender 
*P ~ .05; **p ~ .01; ***p ~ .001; ****p ~ . 0001 
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Table 2 (Cont1nued) 









PUT 0 .16*** 1.00 
PUV 0.01 0.54**** 1.00 
FC 0.10* -0.29**** -0.12* 1.00 
FA 0.13** -0.08 -0.00 0. 42**** 1.00 
PMS 0.09* -0.17*** -0. 27**** 0 .19**** 0.01 1.00 
G 0.07 0.05 0.08 -0.02 0.02 0.04 1.00 
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Table 3 
H1erarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of Personal, Interpersonal, and 
Fam1ly Var1ables w1th Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Oual1ty: Step 1 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S1g T 
Confl1ct Resolut1on 0.59**** 1.48 0.17 0.41 8. 71 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.31**** -0.03 0.93 0.00 -0.03 0.97 
State Anuety -0.57**** -0.91 0.13 -0.36 -7.14 0.00**** 
Relat1onsh1p w1th father 0.13** 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.83 0.40 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.13** 0.08 0.06 0.06 1.22 0.22 
Parents' re!at1onsh1p 0.13** 0.05 0.28 0.01 0.18 0.86 
Parents' use of reason10g -0.08 -Q.l5 0.15 -0.04 -1.01 0.31 
Parents use of threats -0.12* -0.07 0.13 -0.03 -0.56 0.58 
Parents' use of nolence -0.05 0.23 0.14 0.08 1.60 0.11 
Fallll.l y cohmon o.I8**** -0.14 0.19 -0.04 -0.75 0.46 
Famtly adaptab1l1ty 0.02 0.21 0.18 0.05 1.13 0.26 
Parents' man tal stat us 0.09* 2.38 2.77 0.04 0.86 0.39 
Gender -0.12* -3.62 3.34 -0.04 -1.08 0.28 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (B) 0.68 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.46 
F - Value 22.36**** 
R ~ 0.05; **R ~ 0.01; ***R ~ 0.001; ****R ~ 0.0001 
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Table 4 
H1erarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of Personal, Interpersonal, and 
F~ly Var1ables, and Interact1on Terms w1th Interpersonal 
Relat1onship Oual1ty: Step 2 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S1g T 
Confl1ct Resolut1on 0.59**** 1.42 0.30 0.39 4.68 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.31**** -0.18 1.58 -0.01 -0.12 0.91 
State An11ety -0.57**** -1.18 0.21 -0.47 -5.60 0.00**** 
Relahonsh1p Wlth father 0.13** 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.29 0.77 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.13** 0.10 0.10 0.08 1.03 0.30 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.13** -0.28 0.40 -0.06 -0.70 0.49 
Parents • use of reason1ng -0.08 -0.18 0.28 -0.05 -0.66 0.51 
Parents' use of threats -0.12* 0.12 0.21 0.05 0.60 0.55 
Parents' use of v1olence -0.05 0.10 0.20 0.04 0.49 0.63 
Pamly cohes1on D.18**** -0.07 0.30 -0.02 -0.25 0.80 
Pmly adaptab1hty 0.02 0.73 0.33 0.18 2.18 0.03* 
Parents' mar1tal status 0.09* 0.90 29.79 0.02 0.03 0.98 
Gender -0.12* -3.35 3.44 -0.04 -0.97 0.33 
Conflict resolut1on X 
Parental Mantal Status 0.26**** 0.08 0.37 0.05 0.23 0.82 
Self Esteem X 
Parental Mar1tal Status -0.16*** -0.12 1.96 0.00 -0.06 0.95 
State Annety X 
Parental Mar1tal Status -0.12* 0.42 0.26 0.28 1.57 0.12 
Father Relat1onsh1p X 
Parental Hantal Status 0.13** 0.12 0.09 0.28 1.26 0.20 
Mother Relat1onsh1p X 
Parental Marital Status 0.11* -0.07 0.13 -0.16 -0.51 0.61 
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Table 4 (Cont1nued) 
Van able r B SE B Beta T S1g T 
Parents' Relat1onsh1p X 
Parental Manta! Status 0.13** 0.40 0.57 0.18 0.70 0.49 
Ose of reason1ng X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.04 0.08 0.33 0.04 0.26 0.80 
Ose of threats X 
Parental Mar1tal Status -0.06 -0,28 0,28 -0.11 -1.02 0.31 
Ose of v1oience X 
Parental Har1tal Status -0.08 0.07 0.~0 0.02 0.23 0.82 
Family Cohes1on X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.12** -0.28 0.40 -0.19 -0.70 0.48 
Family Adaptab1l1ty X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.07 -0.75 0.40 -0.35 -1.87 0.06 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (B) 0.70 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (B2) 0.49 
.F - Value 12.85**** 
*P ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***p ~ Q.001; ****p ~ 0.0001 
F.N4ILY RELATIONSHIP VARIABLES 
Fann.l Cohesl.on 
Fann.l 
RelatJ.onshl. Wl.th Father 
RelatJ.ansh1 Wl.th Mother 
Parent's Use of Threats 




INTERPERSONAL VARIABLE + 
ConflJ.ct Resolutl.on Sk1lls 
DEMOORAPHIC VARIABLES 
Parental Man tal 
Gender 
FJ.gure 1. Conceptual Model of Predl.ctors of Interpersonal 
RelatJ.onshl.p Quality of Young Adults 
45 
46 
The Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Scale: 
A Val1dat1on Study 
Jane L. Garthoeffner 
Department of Fam1ly Relat1ons 
and Ch1ld Development 
Oklahoma State Un1vers1ty 
Author Note: Th1s art1cle was wr1tten as part of the fulf1llment of 
requ1rements for the doctoral d1ssertat1an 1n Fam1ly Relat1ans and Ch1ld 
Development, and appears 1n the context of the dissertat1on t1tled: 
PREDICTORS OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP QUALITY OF YOUNG ADULTS. Th1s 
art1cle will be subnntted to the Journal, Psycholog1cal Reports. 
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Abstract 
The purpose of th:Ls study was to evaluate the Interpersonal 
Relat1onsh:Lp Scale. Us1ng factor analys1s, s1x factors represent1ng 
trust and 1nt1macy were identJ.hed. Concurrent vahdity for the scale 
and 1nternal reliabil1ty est1mates for each of the subscales were 
estabhshed. Th1s prehrmnary teshng 1nd1cated that the Interpersonal 
Relat1onship Scale was a rel1able and val1d measure for use 1n research. 
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Introductlon 
The h1gh rate of divorce among ch1ldren of d1vorced parents 
(Gl1ck, 1988} has cantr1buted to concern about the qual1ty of 1nt1mate 
relat1onsh1ps 1n young adults (Glenn & Kramer, 1985}. Glenn and Kramer 
(1985} commented, " ... the 1ncrease 1n the proport1on of adults who are 
ch1ldren of divorce 1n the next few decades w1ll lead, 1n the absence of 
counterva1ling 1nfluences, to a steady and nan-tr1v1al decl1ne 1n the 
overall level of wel1-be1ng of the Amencan adult populatlon" (p. 911). 
In recent years, researchers have sought to understand and assess 
factors that cantr1bute to greater marital 1nstab1l1ty among young 
adults whose parents divorced when they were children. For example, 
hnd1ngs suggest that children of divorce were less likely to have had 
parents who prov1ded adequate spousal role models (Pope & Mueller, 
1976}; they may be less trust1ng and more caut1ous about enter1ng a 
c~tted relat1onsh1p (Booth, Br1nkerhoff, & Wh1te, 1984; Wallerste1n & 
Blakeslee, 1989); and they may be less ccmm..tted to marriage and more 
w1ll1ng to resort to divorce when mar1tal problems ar1se (Glenn & 
Kramer, 1987). Lauer and Lauer (1991) argued that adults fran divorced 
backgrounds are as capable as others of establ1sh1ng 1ntimate 
relat1onsh1ps, but they may have more doubts and anx1eties about the1r 
relat1onsh1ps, thereby plac1ng their relat1onsh1ps at 1ncreased risk. 
Theor1sts hav1ng w1dely differ1ng world v1ews have 1dent1f1ed the 
forrratian of 1ntirrate relahonships as one of the maJor tasks of yotmg 
adulthood. From a farrnly systems perspect1ve, carter and McGoldrick 
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(1980) des~gnated "Unattached Yotmg Adult" as the f1rst stage ~n the 
farrnly l~fe cycle. The pr~mary task of the young adult ~s to came to 
terms w~th ~s or her f~ly of or~g~n as a bas~c r~rement for 
beconung a "self" and JO~mng w~th another to form a new farrnly 
subsystem. From an ~nmv~dual, psychodyn~c po~nt of v~ew, Enkson 
(1963; 1968) ident~f~ed the development of a sense of ~dent1ty as the 
ma)or task of adolescence and the development of a capac~ty for ~nt~macy 
as the task of young adults. Enkson was among the f1rst of the 
psychod~c theor~sts to emphas~ze the 1mp~rtance of the 
~nterpersonal, env~ronmental and cultural factors ~n development 
(Goldste~n, 1984), thereby prov~ding a bridge toward a more contextual, 
system:J..c focus. 
A number of measures have been developed to assess the quahty of 
~ntimate relat~onships. For example, several assessment procedures are 
available to study relat1ons~p qual1ty 1n the context of marr1age 
(e.g., Fourmer, Olson, & Druckman, 1982; Schafer & Olson, 1981; 
Spamer, 1976), and for other types of close 1nterpersonal relat1ons~ps 
such as those of engaged couples (Fo~er et al., 1982), and soc1al 
relat~onships 1n general (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982). Stephen and Markman 
(1983) des1gned an 1nstrument to measure the development of a shared 
world v1ew 1n couples. Measures of s1ngle aspects of psychosoc1al 
1nt1macy such as trust {Larzelere & Huston, 1980), self-momtor1ng 
(Gangestad & Snyder, 1985), self-d1sclosure (Jourard, 1971}, and 
rananhc love (Rub1n, 1970) are also available. A number of these 
instruments are self-report measures prov1ding an assessment of a 
relat1onship from an 1nd1vidual perspect1ve; however, the focus is on 
intimacy as the quahty of a relahonship. Several measures are based 
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on Er1kson's conceptual1zat1on of 1nt1macy as an 1nd1v1dual capac1ty. 
The Int1macy Status Interv1ew (Orlofsky, Marc1a, & Lesser, 1973) was 
developed to measure 1ntl.macy capac1ty 1n college men. Tesch and 
Wlutbourne (1982) expanded the 1ntl.macy status measure to apply to women 
as well. A self-report measure, the Psychosoc1al Int1macy Quest1onna1re 
(Tesch, 1985) was developed to use w1th adults and adolescents 1n same-
and opposite-sex relat1onsh1ps. 
One of the 1ssues 1n both the theory and measurement of int1macy 
1s the question of whether 1ntimacy 1s a property of ind1v1duals 1n a 
relat1onsh1p or of the dyad (Ac1tell1 & Duck, 1987; Stephen & Markman, 
1983). Ac1telh and Duck (1987) argued that intimacy 1s best understood 
as a funct1on of both the qualities 1nd1v1duals br1ng to relat1onsh1ps 
as well as the nature of the 1nteract1on between them. In the1r words, 
"ind1v1dual capac1ties should not be 1dent1hed as ends 1n themselves 
but, to the extent that they 1nfluence 1nt1mate behav1or between 
partners, so that 1nt1macy 1s seen as a part1cular blend of 1nd1v1dual 
and soc1al 1nfluences" (p. 299). The PREPARE-ENRICH Inventones were 
1dent1f1ed as one of the few tools spec1f1cally des1gned to provide 
"systematl.c and objectl.ve assessments of both personal and relatl.onsmp 
1ssues for couples" (Fourn1er et al., 1983, pp. 229-230). These 
measures were developed to use w1th marned couples (ENRICH) and engaged 
couples (PREPARE). 
A study was des1gned to exarrnne the relat1onsh1p between parental 
mar1tal status and other personal and relat1onsh1p variables and the 
qual1ty of 1nterpersonal relat1onships of young adults. An assessment 
tool was needed for the study that would tap both 1ndi v1dual and 
relat1onsmp aspects of close 1nterpersonal relat1onsmps of young 
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adults who were not marned, most of whom were not engaged, and who may 
or may not be dat1ng stead1ly. From a search of ava1lable measures, the 
Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Scale (Schle1n, 1971) appeared to fulf1ll the 
reqw.rernents of th1s proJect. The purpose of the present study was to 
establ1sh rel1ab1lity and val1dlty for th1s scale. 
The Interpersonal Relat1onshlp Scale 
The Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Scale (IRS) was developed by 
Schle1n (1971) 1n collaborat1on w1th Guerney and Stover for use 1n a 
research proJect to evaluate the effect1veness of PRIMES (Program for 
Relat1onsh1p Improvement by Max1rrnz1ng Empathy and Self-Dlsclosure), a 
relat1onsh1p enhancement program for dat1ngjpremar1tal couples (Guerney, 
1977; Schle1n, 1971). PRIMES emphas1zed effect1ve commun1cat1on as 
essent1al not only for close relat1onsh1ps but as a maJor component of 
mental health, and an 1nd1cator of matunty 1n 1nterpersonal 
functioning. In the process of develop1ng an instrument for the study 
to measure the qual1ty of 1nterpersonal relat1onships, Schle1n (1971) 
1dent1f1ed trust and 1nt1macy as two correlates essent1al to 
carmurucabon w1 thln an 1nt1mate 1nterpersonal relabonsh1p. Trust was 
descr1bed as most likely to occur where two people are pos1tively 
oriented to each other's welfare. Int1macy was proposed as the core of 
1nterpersonal campetenc1es in a conJugal relat1onsh1p. A number of 
concepts were 1dent1f1ed as attr1butes or correlates of 1nt1macy such as 
empathy, genuineness, and self-disclosure, and "acceptance, respect and 
adrmrabon, understandlng, fnendship and campan1onsh1p, ease 1n 
commun1cat1on, shar1ng, car1ng and concern, want1ng to please, str1v1ng 
for mutual goals, 1nterdependence, pr1de, trust, belong1ng together, 
sirrnlar1ty of thought, 1ndebtedness, gladness and peace, expans1on, 
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rec1.proc1.ty, and sexual relat1.ons" (Schle1.n, 1971, pp. 14-15). The 
scale was constructed from an or1.g1.nal pool of 106 1.terns that reflected 
the constructs of trust and 1.nhmacy. A panel of e1.ght JUdges Wl. th 
expert1.se 1.n the f1.eld of 1.nterpersonal relat1.onshl.ps rated each 1.tem 
accord1.ng to 1.ts capac1.ty to measure the two constructs. Through a 
process of rev1.s1.on and el1.rrnnat1.on, a 52 1.tem scale was dev1.sed that 
spec1.f1.cally dealt w1.th trust and 1.nt1.macy 1.n a dat1.ng/premar1.tal 
relat1.onshl.p. 
Although Schle1.n (1971) dl.scussed a number of concepts related to 
close 1.nterpersonal relat1.onshl.ps, the spec1.f1.c d1.mens1.ons of 1.nt1.macy 
w1.thl.n the scale were not exarn1.ned. In the current study, 1.n additl.on 
to establ1.shl.ng rel1.ab1.l1.ty and val1.dity for the scale, a factor 
analys1.s was performed to 1.dent1.fy the part1.cular d1.mens1.ons the IRS 
measures. 
Sample and Procedure 
This study was part of a larger study t1.tled Pred1.ctors of 
Interpersonal Relat1.onshl.p Quality of Young Adults. SubJects for thl.s 
purpos1. ve, non-randoml.Zed study were students recrUl. ted from the fall 
and spr1.ng enrollments of an undergraduate course ent1.tled Human 
Development 1.n the Fam1.ly. Part1.c1.pat1.on was voluntary. From the fall 
enrollment of 254 students, 211 (83%) agreed to complete the 
quest1.anna1.res, and from the spr1.ng enrollment of 241 students, 210 
(87%) part1.c1.pated. From the total of 421 quest1.onnaires that were 
completed, a f1.nal sample of 356 students was selected who were between 
the ages of 18 and 24, and who had spec1.f1.ed parental mar1.tal status as 
marned, separated, or divorced. The sample cons1.sted of 85% females 
(n = 303), and 14% males (n =50). Three subJects did not 1.ndl.cate 
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gender. The mean age was 19.97. A rnaJon.ty, 89%, were caucasJ.an (n = 
317), w1th NatJ.ve Arnerl.can 5% (n = 17), and Afr1can Amerl.can 3% (n = 12) 
as the next largest groups, and 3% (n = 10) represent1ng all other 
groups. CUrrent relatl.onshl.p status was reported as 91% s1ngle (n = 
323), 3% marrl.ed (n = 12), .3% prev1ously marrl.ed (n = 1), and 6% 
engaged (n = 20). Fifty-eJ.ght percent (n = 206) reported currently 
be1ng 1n a steady relatJ.onshl.p, but thl.s f1gure l.S not exact as same 
subJects reported l.n more than one category (e.g. , engaged and go1ng 
steady). Parental marJ.tal status was reported as 66% 1ntact (n = 235), 
and 34% dl.vorced or separated (n = 121). Fanu.ly 1ncome was estl.mated by 
85% as moderate to moderately hl.gh (n = 302), 8% hl.gh (n = 30), and 6% 
moderately low to low (n = 23). 
The ong1nal 1nstruct1ons for the IRS were, "This l.S a 
quest1anna1re to detenmJ.ne the attJ.tudes and feelJ.ngs you have l.n your 
relatJ.onshl.p w1th your partner. We are 1nterested 1n the relationshl.p 
as J.t l.s, not 1n the way you thl.nk J.t should be. Please answer by 
g1v1ng as true a p1cture of your feell.ngs and bell.efs as poss1ble." The 
J.nstructl.ons were modl.fl.ed as follows: "As you respond to the follow1ng 
statements, thl.nk about a close relatJ.onshl.p that you are currently 
1nvol ved l.n, or an l.~ortant close relatJ.onship you have been l.n l.n the 
past. Please answer the statements by g1v1ng as true a pJ.cture of your 
feelJ.ngs and bel1efs as they are now, or were when you were 1nvolved l.n 
the prev1ous relationshl.p, not the way you think 1t should be or should 
have been." Sample items were "In our relatJ.onshl.p, I'm cautJ.ous and 
play 1t safe" and "I feel relaxed when we are together." Each J.tem was 
rated on a five-po1nt scale 1n a Likert format ("strongly agree" to 
"strongly dl.sagree"). 
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Analys1s and Results 
Means and standard dev1at1ons are reported for the IRS 1n Table 5 
Insert Table 5 about here 
An overall rel1ab1l1ty est1mate of the IRS (alpha = .95) was establ1shed 
us1ng the SPSS (SPSS, Inc., 1988) rel1ab1l1ty analys1s, Cronbach's 
coeff1c1ent alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Construct val1d1ty was establ1shed 
us1ng pr1nc1pal components factor1ng followed by var1max rotat1on, a 
procedure used 1n the exploratory test1ng of scales (Jackson & Chan, 
1980; Kim & Mueller, 1978). The pr1nc1pal components factor1ng y1elded 
12 subscales. S1x of the subscales conta1ned two or less 1tems hav1ng 
factor load1ngs above 30. For t~s reason, a second pr1nc1pal 
components factor1ng was done forc1ng the 1terns 1nto s1x factors. Based 
on the observat1on of Tabachnl~ and F1dell (1983) that factor load1ngs 
1n excess of .30 are el1g1ble for analys1s, two 1tems that fa1led to 
reach t~s level were dropped from further analys1s. These two 1tems 
were, '~en ser1ous d1sagreements ar1se between us, I respect my 
partner's pos1t1on," and "I get a lot of SYITQ?athy and understanding from 
my partner." The s1x subscales that were created conta1ned a total of 
50 1tems and accounted for 46% of the var1ance 1n the scale. 
In choos1ng labels to character1ze each of the subscales, there 
were two cons1derat1ons: (a) a un1fy1ng concept was 1dent1f1ed for each 
group, w1th greater attent1on g1ven to 1tems hav1ng ~gher load1ngs 
(Tabachn1ck & F1dell, 1983); and (b) the terms suggested by Schle1n 
(1971) were g1ven pr1or1ty. Factor 1, represent1ng 14% of the var1ance, 
conta1ned 18 1 terns that appeared to represent trust. The second 1 tern, 
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represent1ng 10% of the var1ance, 1ncluded 14 1tems that reflected 
1ssues related to self-d1sclosure. The rerna1n1ng factors represented an 
add1t1onal 22% of the var1ance. The th1rd factor (8%) conta1ned four 
1tems that tapped the concept of genmneness. The fourth factor (6%) 
represented E!l'r4;)athy and conta1ned hve vanables. Canfort, represented 
1n the f1fth factor (5%), conta1ned s1x 1tems. The s1xth factor (3%) 
1ncluded three 1tems related to cammunicat1on. 
Reliab1l1ty est1mates for the s1x subscales were establ1shed us1ng 
the SPSS (SPSS, Inc. 1988) rel1ab1l1ty analys1s, coeff1c1ent alpha 
(Cronbach, 1951). Rel1ab1l1ty for the trust scale was .91; self-
d1sclosure, .86; genmneness, .83; empathy, .77; comfort, .72; and 
ccmnuru.cabon, . 71 (see Table 5). The 1 tern 1n the ccmnun.1cabon 
subscale, "I can accept my partner even when we d1sagree" (factor 
load1ng of .37) was found to lower the rel1ab1l1ty coeff1c1ent of that 
scale to .63. Th1s 1tem also d1d not appear to contr1bute conceptually 
to the concept of cammun1cat1on, and 1t was therefore el1m1nated, 
result1ng 1n a f1nal total IRS scale of 49 1tems (see Table 6). 
Insert Table 6 about here 
Concurrent validity was establ1shed based on Pearson correlat1ons 
among the IRS, the confl1ct resolut1on scale (CR) from PREPARE (Fourn1er 
et al., 1983), and the State scale (SA), from the State-Tra1t Anx1ety 
Inventory (Spe1lberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970). Internal cons1stency 
rehab1hty coefhc1ents based on the present sarrple were: IRS, . 95; CR, 
.77; and SA, .94. The confl1ct resolut1on scale was s1gn1f1cantly and 
pos1t1vely correlated (x = .59; p < .0001) w1th the IRS, and the State 
Anx1ety scale was s1~f1cantly negat1vely correlated (± = -.58; ~ < 
.0001). 
D1scuss1on and Conclus1ons 
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~s evaluat1on of the Interpersonal Relationshlp Scale supports 
the reliabllity and valldity of the 1nstrument. Pnnc1pal COJI1?onents 
factor1ng followed by var1max rotation supported the construct val1dlty 
of IRS by confurru.ng that the scale measured the underly1ng dlmens1ons 
of trust and 1nt1macy as pred1cted by Schle1n (1971). Schle1n described 
trust as occurr1ng when two people are pos1t1vely or1ented to one 
another's welfare. The trust scale appeared to correspond more closely 
to Larzelere and Huston's (1980) def1~t1on of dyadlc trust as ex1st1ng 
"to the extent that a person bel1eves another person (or persons) to be 
benevolent and honest" (p. 596). In addition, the data supported 
Schle1n's conceptual1zation of int1macy as a mult1dimens1onal construct 
reflect1ng the essent1al correlates of effect1ve cammun1cat1on and 
marital adJustment. Concurrent validlty was estlmated 1n relatlon to 
the Confl1ct Resolut1on subscale and the State Anx1ety subscale. The 
factor loadlngs and Cronbach's alphas 1ndlcate the IRS 1s appropr1ate 
for use 1n research. 
The present study was based on a hiTilted sanple that was 
predam.nantly 'Caucas1an, ITil.ddle-class, and female. Further valldat1on 
studles are needed w1th randomly selected subJects from dlverse 
backgr01.mds and geographlcal locatlons. Thls preliiTilnary testlng of the 
IRS however, 1nd1cates that 1t 1s a useful measure of the qual1ty of 
1nterpersonal relat1onshlps of young adults. 
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Table 5 
Means, Standard Dev1at1ons, and Rellab1l1t1es for the Subscales of the 
Interpersonal Relat1onshlp Scale 
Standard Nunber of 
Subscale Mean Dev1at1on Iterrs Alpha 
Trust 73.37 13.44 18 . 91 
Self-dlsclosure 57.26 9.24 14 .86 
GenUlneness 17.75 2.80 4 .83 
Errpathy 18.32 4.72 5 .77 
Canfort 27.78 2.77 6 .72 
Ccmntml.catlon 9.30 .99 2 .71 
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Table 6 
Pnnc1pal Components Factor1ng Followed by Var1max Rotat1on for the 
Interpersonal Relat1anshlp Scale 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
TRUST (N = 346)* 
partner cannot be trusted .81 .10 .06 .09 .14 .05 
partner would lte .73 .07 12 .09 .07 .09 
I have to be alert .62 .11 .19 .20 .11 .02 
partner fears being caught .62 .16 -.04 .15 -.07 .01 
I don't trust too much .60 .35 .13 .07 -.02 .13 
gtves ob]ecttve account? .59 .19 .06 .25 .03 .06 
partner telltng the truth? .59 .27 .10 .15 -.02 .08 
I expect to be explotted .56 .10 .03 .31 .04 .10 
partner can be counted on .53 .08 .39 .06 .11 .02 
partner would not cheat .52 .10 .26 .01 .04 -.03 
partner keeps promtses .51 .09 .40 .03 .12 .06 
partner treats me fatrly .48 .12 .40 .30 .13 .06 
partner's advtce trustworthy .44 .24 .19 .26 .09 .15 
partner may hurt my feeltngs .41 .14 .04 .41 .00 .05 
partner pretends to care .41 .25 .38 .24 .02 .12 
says what he/she belteves .41 .24 .35 .02 .11 .11 
does he/she really care? .40 .34 .23 32 -.06 .06 
I belteve most thtngs he/she says .40 .13 .19 .11 .29 .09 
SELF-DISCLOSURE (N = 350)* 
I can express feeltngs .07 .66 .12 .10 .13 .25 
I can express anythtng .10 .63 .14 .19 .27 .04 
I can exhose weakness .15 .60 .09 .19 .30 -.01 
do not s ow deep emottons .17 .60 .11 .06 .06 .10 
I share problems .12 .58 .07 .11 .38 .21 
I tell thtngs I'm ashamed of .13 .55 .15 .03 .16 .13 
It's hard to tell about m~self .16 .52 .02 .30 .07 .17 
I tell about ieople dtslt tng me .17 .48 .17 -.13 .09 .19 
we are very c ose .26 .46 .26 .12 .31 .13 
I'm cauttous .,22 .44 .02 .17 .04 -.10 
I dtscuss worrtes .16 .43 .07 -.01 .14 .08 
I'm afratd of maktng mtstakes .11 .38 .02 .29 -.02 -.01 
I touch when feeltng warm .02 .35 .32 .18 .13 -.07 
It's hard to act natural .27 .34 .16 .18 .11 .11 
GENUINENESS (N = 355)* 
partner really cares .22 .26 .74 .06 .07 .12 
tnterested 1n my welfare .22 .18 .70 .10 .20 .12 
partner's pr0m1ses stncere .52 .13 .63 .13 .18 .01 
partner practtces what he/she .45 .06 .48 .24 .16 .05 
preaches 
EMPATHY (N = 355)* 
fear I mar be mtsunderstood .22 .05 .10 .67 .05 .14 
partner mtstnterprets .22 .08 .13 .64 .11 .07 
I may re~ret what I do or say .16 .21 .00 .45 .03 .18 
partner oesn't understand .34 .39 .17 .44 .10 .18 
partner has h1dden reasons .38 .19 .17 .43 -.02 .06 
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Table 6 (Cont~nued) 
Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
COMFORT (N = 355)* 
when I face trouble .02 34 04 01 .65 .03 
when I'm lonely . 01 .12 12 00 .65 14 
I feel comfortable .02 09 03 05 .57 -.03 
when I rece1ve bad news .04 30 14 01 .44 .12 
I feel relaxed .22 .22 21 20 .40 .18 
I face l1fe w1th conf1dence .19 .33 .17 .13 .33 .22 
COMMUNICATION (N = 355)* 
I l1sten to my partner 05 25 .01 12 .12 .69 
I understand my partner .12 .13 .13 .23 .07 .65 
E1gen value 33.91 7.92 4.53 2 95 2.55 2.01 
Proport1on of var1ance 14.50 9.85 8.01 5.60 4.92 3.49 
Cronbach alphas .91 86 .83 .77 .72 .71 
* Var1at1ons due to m1ss1ng values 
Appenchx A 
L1terature Review 
Introduct1on and Rat1onale 
When soc1al changes cane rather suddenly, as they have 
dur1ng success1ve per1ods s1nce the Nat1onal Counc1l on 
Farrnly Relat1ons was organized, the problem of adJustment 1s 
espec1ally great and leads to 1ncreas1ng s1gns of personal 
and farrnly stress (Glick, 1988, p. 871). 
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Glick, as well as other demographers and researchers, documented 
the dramat1c changes that have taken place 1n fannhes w1 thln the past 
flfty years. AI though the generation that 1s approachl.ng adulthood 
during the last decade of the twent1eth century may have cane fran 
diverse fannly backgrounds and faced challenges far different fran those 
of a Sl.ffillar cohort 50 years ago, Ghck (1988) argued, "the preferred 
goal of most young adults w1ll continue to be a permanent first 
ma.rnage" (p. 872). Further, Gllck tentahvely observed that the 
poss1ble rapid spread of the AIDS v1rus may contr1bute to more early and 
pemanent first ma.rnages. These observations suggest questions 
concer.n1ng the qual1ty of 1nterpersonal relat1onshl.ps of young adults, 
as well as the factors that contr1bute to successful relat1anshl.ps. 
McGoldnck and carter ( 1982) proposed a systaro.c vers1on of the 
fanuly life cycle that beg1ns w1th the ''Unattached Young Adult" who 1s 
"Between Fanu.hes" (p. 176}. According to thls conceptuahzation, the 
bas1c task of the young adult at thl.s stage 1s to cane to terns Wlth hl.s 
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or her f~ly of or1g1n. This 1nvolves atta1ning appropr1ate autonomy 
whlle establ1sh1ng a comfortable 1nterdependence w1th the parental 
generat1an (Cohler & Geyer, 1982). Problems 1n this stage are usually 
related to the young adult rema1n1ng 1nappropr1ately dependent or else 
breaking away 1n a pseudo-1ndependent cutoff. Accordlng to Bowen's 
(1971) theory of f~ly systems, young adults who cut off emot1anal ties 
w1th parents do so react1vely and, 1n turn, rema1n emot1onally 
dependent. Young adulthood 1s seen as the cornerstone of adulthood, "It 
1s a t1me to fonmulate personal l1fe goals and to became a 'self' before 
JOinlng W1th another to foDn a new f~ly subsystem" (McGoldr1ck & 
Carter, 1982, p. 175). 
In a s1rrnlar manner, from an 1ntrapsych1c perspect1ve, Er1kson 
(1963; 1968) identified identity formation as the central task of 
adolescence, and the establishment of an int111Bte mode of 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1p as the maJor developmental issue for young adults. 
SUccessful resol ut1an of thls central task of young adulthood 1s 
reflected 1n a capac1ty to camu.t oneself to endunng 1nbmate 
relat1onships that are charactenzed by a high degree of closeness and 
communication (Orlofsky, in press). 
Concern about the relat1onsh1p between parental mar1 tal status and 
1nterpersanal relat1onsh1p format1on 1n young adults 1s related, 1n 
part, to the reported hlgh rate of d1vorce among chlldren whose parents 
were dlvorced or separated (Glenn & Kramer, 1987; Ghck, 1988; Greenberg 
& Nay, 1982; Mueller & Pope, 1977; Pope & Mueller, 1976). In a ten-year 
follow-up report from the Cal1fornia Chlldren of D1vorce Project, 
Wallerstem and Blakeslee (1989) noted, "At entry 1nto young adulthood, 
every chlld 1n our study 1s afraid of repeat1ng his or her parents' 
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failure to ma1nta1n a lov1ng relahonshl.p" (p. 56}. Cherhn, 
Furstenberg, Chase-Lansdale, Kl.eman, Rob1ns, Mornson, and Te1tler 
(1991) contended that it 1s not d1vorce but the process that beg1ns 
somewhere 1n the past and cont1nues afterwards that pred1cts the 
adjustment of children. Other emp1r1cal ev1dence points spec1fically to 
parental confl1ct rather than d1vorce as a key factor 1n adJustment of 
children (Amato & Ke1th, 1991; Chess, Thanas, Korn, Mittleman, & Cohen, 
1983; Emery, 1982; Hether1ngton, Cox, & Cox, 1979; Kalter, 1987). 
Research concern1ng factors that contr1bute to the adJustment of young 
~ts 1s often canfl1ct1ng and 1nconclus1ve (Glenn & Kramer, 1987; 
Guttman, 1989; Kulka & We1ngarten, 1979; Nock, 1982), 1nd1cat1ng the 
need for further research 1n this area. 
A search of the l1terature revealed little informat1on concern1ng 
the factors that cantnbute to interpersonal relatianshl.p format1an in 
yotmg adults. Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to 
exarrdne how personal, 1nterpersonal, and farrdly var1ables pred1cted 
1nterpersonal relat1onshl.p qual1ty 1n young adults. An assumpt1on of 
thl.s research was that the quality of close 1nterpersonal relat1ansh1ps 
1s an inportant measure of social coopetence and well-being 1n young 
adults (Er1ksan, 1968}. A number of factors were 1dent1fied as 
predictors of well-be1ng 1n older adolescents and young adults, and 
therefore pred1ctors of the qual1ty of 1nterpersonal funct1aning. These 
factors 1ncluded self-esteem (Clinebell & Clinebell, 1970; Gecas & 
Schwalbe, 1986}, anx1ety (Lauer & Lauer, 1991; Wallerste1n & Blakeslee, 
1989; Wallerste1n & Kelly, 1980), the ability to manage 1nterpersonal 
conflict (Gottman, 1991; Kalter, 1987}, percept1ons of relationships 
with both parents (Elwood & Stolberg, 1991; Hoelter & Harper, 1987; 
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Peterson & Roll1ns, 1987) and the parents' relat1anship w1th one another 
(Booth & Edwards, 1989; Long, 1987), parental confl1ct tact1cs (Camara & 
Resn1ck, 1989; Emery, 1982), f~ly styles of cohes1on and adaptab1l1ty 
(Ccmpbell, Adams, & Dobson, 1984; Openshaw & Thanas, 1986), the parental 
man tal status {Wallerste1n & Blakeslee, 1989), and gender (Guttman, 
1989). F~ly systems theory prov1ded an 1ntegrative framework for th1s 
study wh1ch was concerned w1th 1ndiv1dual development occurr1ng in a 
contextual framework of f~ly relat1onships. 
This rev1ew of the literature was organ1zed accord1ng to the 
follow1ng maJor head1ngs: (a) 1ntroduct1on and rat1onale; (b) 
theoret1cal background; (c) 1nterpersonal relat1onship qual1ty; (d) 
personal and 1nterpersonal vanabl es; (e) f~ 1 y vanabl es; and (f) 
conclus1on. These maJor head1ngs relate closely to the two articles 
that are a part of this d1ssertat1on, and prov1de both a view of the 
theoret1cal bases for the study as well as a rev1ew of relevant 
research. 
The theorehcal background sechon focuses on relevant f~ly 
systems assumpt1ons and concepts, the f~ly developmental perspect1ve, 
and the d1vorced f~ly system. Later sections rev1ew selected research 
related to the variables used 1n the current study. 
Theoretical Background 
Family Systems 
General Systems Theory as descr1bed by Bertalanffy {1968) prov1des 
the bas1s for the farrdly systems perspective, the v1ew that a f~ly 1s 
a system hav1ng propert1es and operat1ng 1n accord w1th the rules and 
princ1ples that apply to all liv1ng systems. Like other systems, the 
f~ly is composed of 1nterrelated parts that operate w1thin the context 
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of a broader soc1ocultural system. A change 1n one part of the system 
br1ngs about changes 1n other parts of the system (H1ll, 1972; Walsh, 
1982). 
Bronfenbrenner (1979) descr1bed human development as occurr1ng 1n 
an ecological env1ronment of nested contexts, 1ncluchng the cultural and 
soc1al bel1efs and attitudes surroundlng the f~ly, the soc1al supports 
ava1lable, the 1mmed1ate f~ly 1nteract1on, and the 1nd1v1dual 
psychological campetenc1es of the develop1ng child {Kurdek, 1981). 
Kurdek emphasized the 1mportance of cons1der1ng the interact1on of a 
nunber of vanables fran dlfferent system:; levels. In a closely related 
conceptual1zat1on, Peterson and Rollins (1987) descr1bed parent-chlld 
soc1alizat1on as occurnng 1n tenns of the family role system and 
surrotm.ding soc1al networks. They argued that dyadic conceptualizations 
are too hnuted because "famihes and soc1al networks are organ1zed 
systems of 1ntercont1ngent relationships that affect each other directly 
and 1nd1rectly" (Peterson & Rolhns, 1987, p. 496). The nature of the 
parental 1nteract1on, for example, may 1ndirectly 1mpact the qual1ty of 
the parent-child relat1onship. In a study of styles of confhct 
resolutlon and cooperation between divorced parents, carnara and Resmck 
( 1989) daoonstrated that parents who used campram.se to resolve 
dlfferences were more likely to have pos1tive relat1onships with the1r 
children. On the other hand, confhct avo1dance taches on the part of 
the mother appeared to contr1bute to a poor father-chlld relat1onship. 
C1rcular causal1ty 1s a s1nular concept whlch descr1bes the 
complex nature of f~ly 1nteract1on. A change in one part of the 
system affects all other parts of the system and 1n turn affects the 
flrst member or part of the system (SJ.mon, Stierhn, & Wynne, 1985). An 
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example of this type of 1nteract1on 1s prov1ded by Peterson and Roll1ns 
(1987). A father's use of coerc1on 1n h1s role as ch1ld-soc1al1zer may 
contr1bute to the ch1ld's d1splacement of anger 1n the fonn of non-
canpliant behav1or w1th m:>ther who, 1n tum, responds w1th h1gher levels 
of coercion 1n her ch1ld-social1zer role. 
Bowen (1971) contnbuted sane key 1deas to farmly systems theory 
that are relevant to the young adult stage of development. 
Spec1fically, 1ndiv1duals are conceptual1zed as hav1ng both a capac1ty 
for intellectually deterim.ned (the intellectual system) and erootionally 
detenm.ned (the emot1onal system) ftmchomng. When these two systems 
rema1n functionally separate and in har.mony the 1ndiv1dual has the 
cho1ce of operat1ng 1n e1ther mode. When they do not remain separate 
and in har.mony, and 1nstead became out of balance, a person loses the 
ability to choose, and behav1or and th1nking became more eroot1onally 
detenm.ned. Indiv1duals whose funct1oning 1s detennined by emotions, 
over time tend to became m:>re poorly d1fferent1ated and to be 
1ncreas1ngly more 1nfluenced by the emotional1ty of others. For these 
1nd1v1duals emotions are predarrnnant and they have d1fficulty viewing 
their world obJectively. Ind1viduals tend to be attracted to and to 
marry partners who have a s1nular level of differentiahon. More highly 
d1fferenhated people are more likely to have relahonships in which 
there 1s a balance between togetherness and indiv1duahty. 
For adolescents, separat1ng and ind1viduating in a farmly that 1s 
characterized by erootional fusion or enmeshment is problemat1c. The 
concept of emotional cutoff descr1bes the way same young adults may deal 
w1th unresolved fus1on 1n farml1es of or1g1n by d1stancing themselves 
phys1cally or emotionally or both. Emot1onal cutoff 1s descr1bed by 
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Kerr (1981) as a paradox "in that 1t at one and the same tlme reflects a 
problem, solves a problem, and creates a problem" (p. 249). A cutoff 
reflects the underly1ng fus1on between generations, solves the problem 
by reduc1ng anx1ety temporar1ly, and creates a problem by 1solat1ng and 
alienat1ng farrdly members. People who are cut off from 1mportant f~ly 
relat1onshlps are part1cularly vulnerable to equally 1ntense fus1on 1n 
other relat1onshlp systems (Bowen, 1971; Kerr, 1981). 
Same other 1mportant character1st1cs of f~ly systems are 
nonsummat1vity, equ1finality, c~cat1on, f~ly rules, hameostas1s, 
roorphogenes1s, boundanes, and hlerarchy (Brodenck & Pul ham-Krager, 
1979; Minuchin, 1974; S1mon et al., 1985; Walsh, 1982). Nonsummat1vity 
refers to the nature of a f~ly system as more than the sun of its 
parts. Rather than a collectlon of 1ndlviduals, the f~ly 1s v1ewed as 
an organizat1on character1zed by 1nterlocking patterns of behav1or; in 
Bateson's {1979) terms, patterns that connect. Equ1final1ty pos1ts that 
the same end may be achieved by alternative paths. Tlus pnncipl e 
impl1es that 1t is not poss1ble to make deterrn1nist1c pred1ctions 
concemmg devel opne:ntal processes. CcmmmJ.cation serves two funct1ons 
for f~l1es, the report aspect which conveys inforrnat1on or feel1ngs 
and the cannand aspect whlch defines the nature of the relatlonshlp. 
All behavior 1s regarded as ccmruru.catlon. F~ly rules functlon to 
ma1nta1n a stable system by prescnb1ng and llnu.tlng members' behav1or 
through the norms by whlch farrdly behav1or is measured, and they may be 
either 1mpl1c1t or expl1cit. 
Homeostasis refers to the equ1l1br1um ma1nta1ned by a system 
through self-regulatlon. When dev1atlon fran a f~ly norm 1s too 
great, a negat1ve feedback process 1s activated to regulate tension and 
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restore the system to 1ts former eqw.llbnum. When dev1ations exceed 
the system's abllJ.ty to rraJ.ntaJ.n a steady state, morphogenesJ.s (or 
change) occurs 1n the system. A relatJ.vely small aroount of change may 
trJ.gger pos1t1ve dev1at1on by amplifyJ.ng feedback to produce a 
disproportionately larger system change. A farrnly's long-tenm well-
beJ.ng depends on the adaptabJ.lJ.ty of the system, 1ts abJ.lJ.ty to change 
and adapt in response to cris1s s1 tuatJ.ons or stress that results fran 
normal developmental processes (Simonet al., 1985; Walsh, 1982). 
Boundar1es delineate the elements belonging to the system and 
those belong1ng to 1ts env1ronment (BroderJ.ck & Pull1amrKrager, 1979). 
MinuchJ.n (1974) descr1bed farrnlies as subsystems withJ.n a broader 
envJ.ronmental context. Further, indiv1duals, dyads, triads, and other 
groups within the farrnly are subsystems w1thin the larger farrnly system. 
In order for farrnlies to functJ.on, subsystem boundar1es must be clear 
and well enough defined to allow members to carry out functions w1thout 
1nterference, whlle rema1ning open enough to allow contact fran the 
outside. A closely related concept 1s that of the structural hlerarchy 
which refers to the boundary different1at1on of roles and generations. 
Due to the J.nterdependence of fanu.ly members w1th1n a system, when a 
fanu.ly member 1s ga1ned or lost through death, marnage, divorce, or 
other transition, family members must reorganJ.ze and establlsh new rules 
that redef1ne relatJ.anshJ.ps and clar1fy new boundarJ.es and hierarchical 
structures (Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Emery, 1988a; Walsh, 1982}. 
~ly Development PerspectJ.ve 
The family developmental perspective adds a temporal d1mensian to 
the concept of the fanu.ly as a system. This perspectlve has becane 
1ncreas1ngly well-J.ntegrated 1nto family systems theory (Walsh, 1982) 
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and shares many of the same concepts and charactenst1cs. Accord1ng to 
carter and MCGoldr1ck (1980) f~ly systems move through t~ 1n stages 
that are prec1p1tated 1nternally by the soc1al and maturat1onal needs of 
its members, and externally by the expectat1ons and constra1nts of 
society. 
Llfe-span developmental scholars propose that change and 
development are 1nfluenced by age-graded, non-normatlve, and h1story-
graded factors (Hether1ngton & Baltes, 1988). Age-graded factors are 
related to the developmental tasks of indiv1dual farrnly members that are 
the products of age and/or soc1etal expectations. Non-normative events 
that impact change and development are the more unpredictable 
occurrences such as mental or phys1cal 1llness, unemployment, or 
divorce. History-graded 1nfluences occur 1n the chang1ng soclal-
mstoncal context. They may be econanic conditions, war, natural 
disasters, or soc1al changes that affect almost everyone w1th1n a 
part1cular cohort (Hether1ngon & Baltes, 1988). 
carter and McGoldnck (1980) v1ewed the family as an emohonal 
field carposed of at least three generations. The nuclear f~ly serves 
as a subsystem react1ng to past and present relat1onships w1th1n the 
larger multi-generahonal system. Within this model, the flow of 
anxiety 1s both vert1cal and hor1zontal. The vertical flow 1n a system 
1ncludes patterns of relat1ng and functi001ng transmdtted down the 
generahons, and 1ncludes the attitudes, expectations and loaded 1ssues 
that an 1nd1v1dual experiences 1n h1s or her farrnly of or1g1n. 
The honzontal flow 1n the system includes the anx1ehes and 
stress on the nuclear f~ 1 y as 1 t 100ves through hme, 1ncl uding both 
the predictable developmental stresses and the unpredictable events such 
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as d1vorce, the b1rth of a defect1ve ch1ld, unt1mely death or chron1c 
illness, or soc1etal issues such as war or econamc condJ. hans. Enough 
stress on the hor1zontal ax1s, or a small stress on the hor1zontal axis 
camb1ned w1th 1ntense stress on the vert1cal ax1s, w1ll create great 
disruphon 1n the fanu.ly system. In this v1ew, the degree of anx1ety 
that 1s engendered by stress on the vert1cal and hor1zontal axes at 
po1nts where they intersect is the key to how the farrdly will manage 
trans1t1ons throughout 1ts life (Carter & McGoldr1ck, 1980). 
Furthenmore, the more successful a young adult is in camng to terms 
w1th h1s or her fanu.ly of or1g1n, the fewer vertical stressors will 
follow them 1nto the1r new fannly's l1fe cycle (McGoldrick & Carter, 
1982). 
Accord1ng to Mattes1ch and Hill (1987), the fannly has five bas1c 
tasks: physical ma1ntenance, soc1ahzahon, morale maintenance, soc1al 
control, and the acqw.s1tion and launching of members. Fannly growth 
may be conhnuous or discontinuous. Conhnuous growth 1s associated 
w1th an orderly progress1on through the stages of the life cycle. 
D1scontinuous changes are the critical trans1t1on points that requ1re 
major reorganizat1on and a qualitat1ve sh1ft 1n a fanu.ly's role complex. 
"The life h1story of a spec1hc fanu.ly, w1th all its 1diosyncracies can 
be roughly portrayed through the concepts appl1cable to any fanu.ly" (p. 
444). 
D1vorced Fanu.ly Systems 
Unlike other systems, 1n fanu.l1es new components (members) can 
only be 1ncorporated through birth, adophon, or marriage, and they 
leave only through death (Terkelson, 1980). Carter and McGoldrick 
(1980) proposed a model of stages 1n the farrdly life cycle. As in other 
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stage theor1es, each stage represents a trans1tional emot1onal process 
that must be negot1ated successfully before mov1ng on to the next stage. 
The Carter and McGoldnck (1980) model 1ncludes additlonal steps that 
are requ1red when a parental d1vorce occurs, and also for the 
establ1shment of post-dJ.vorce and remarried f~l1es. A d1vorce 
' reqw.res a penod of rnourn1ng, followed by a restructunng and 
reahgnment of relatlonsmps as parents estabhsh separate hves. When 
this 1s successfully accampl1shed, the divorced parents are able to 
continue an effective parenting relationship (Carter & McGoldr1ck, 
1980). The model 1nplies that children must also mourn the loss of an 
intact f~ly and all that means to them, 1ncluding the hopes and dreams 
and expectat1ons assoc1ated with a former way of l1fe, the loss of da1ly 
contact WJ. th one parent, and often the time and emotional presence of 
the other. This type of model would also suggest the poss1b1hty that 
fa1lure to mourn sufficJ.ently durJ.ng the early post-d1vorce perJ.od may 
pred1ct diffJ.culty for a young person J.n negot1at1ng the later 
expectable developmental stages. 
Divorce, accord1ng to a systems perspectJ.ve, represents a 
structural change J.n wmch the system J.s d1 vided 1nto two subsystems. A 
farmly member cannot leave the system through d1vorce, nor does d1vorce 
s1gn1fy the end of the farmly. Although relat1onships change and 
boundanes are redehned, the tasks of the farm 1 y rema1n the same 
(Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Goldsffilth, 1982). 
Ahrens (1979) developed the concept of the b1nuclear farmly J.n 
wh1ch the orJ.gJ.nal nuclear farrdly is reorgan1zed into two households, 
one headed by the father and the other by the mother. New rules and 
boundaries are estabhshed that redefine the relationship of the spouses 
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to one another and to each of the1r chlldren. "Even though the phys1cal 
presence of one spouse 1s lost, the fanu.ly must stlll take that spouse 
into account 1n various ways and he/she must take the fanu.ly 1nto 
account" (Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987, p. 43). Ahrons (1979) defined the 
binuclear fanu.ly as follows: 
The reorg~zation of the nuclear fanu.ly through dlvorce 
frequently results 1n the establishment of two households, 
maternal and paternal . These two 1nterrelated 'households, 
or nucle1 of the child's fanu.ly of or1entat1on, fonn one 
family system - a BINUCLEAR FAMILY SYSTEM. The centrahty 
of each of these households will vary among postdivorce 
farnibes. Sane fanu.lies make very dlstinct div1s1ons 
between the chlld's fanu.lies and secondary hanes, whereas 1n 
other fanu.hes these distinctlons may be blurred and both 
hanes have pnmary urportance. Hence, the tenn BINUCLEAR 
FAMILY 1ndlcates a farnily system w1th two nuclear 
households, whether or not the households have equal 
1rrportance 1n the child's life exper1ence (p. 500). 
Frequently, one of the households will have pnmary 1rrportance 1n 
the hves of the chlldren. Usually thls results when one parent is 
awarded custody of the children and the role of the other parent 1s 
circumscribed by same type of v1s1t1ng arrangement. The 1nvolvement of 
non-custodlal parents w1th their chlldren may range from total absence 
or very li~ted contact to 1nvolvement on a dally basis (Ahrons & 
Rodgers, 1987) . 
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Ahrens and Rodgers (1987) challenge the myth of the s1ngle-parent 
f~ly as an attempt to close the ranks by exclud1ng the problem member. 
"Thl.s cop1ng strategy has been cannon both to d1vorced f~hes and to 
our tmnJung about them" (p. 107}. These authors charge that 
researchers and cl1n1cians help reinforce the idea of s1ngle-parent 
f~hes as be1ng representahve of d1vorced f~hes 1n general. They 
argue, however, that S1ngle-parent f~lies are created following a 
divorce only when one of the parents has no further contact and performs 
no parental ftmchons. More frequently, divorced families reorgamze 
into 1nterrelated maternal and paternal households, fo~ng a b1nuclear 
f~ly. The way a f~ly reorgamzes structurally and redef1nes itself 
soc1ally dete~nes how well the family copes and masters this important 
trans1tion (Ahrens & Rodgers, 1987}. 
Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Qual1ty 
Schlein (1971) invest1gated the effect1veness of a program 
designed to teach 1nterpersonal and relahonsmp skills to 
dahng/pranantal couples. PRIMES (Program for Relahonsmp Improvement 
by Max1rrdzing Empathy and Self-Disclosure) emphas1zed effect1ve 
communicat1on as essent1al not only for close relationsmps but as a 
maJor ccnponent of mental health, and an 1ndicator of maturity in 
interpersonal ftmchon1ng. In the process of develop1ng an 1nstrument 
for the study to measure the qual1ty of 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps, 
Schle1n 1dentif1ed trust and 1nt1macy as two correlates essential to 
ccmnuru.cation w1thin an 1ntimate 1nterpersonal relat1onship. Trust was 
descr1bed as most l1kely to occur when people are posit1vely or1ented to 
each other's welfare. Int1macy was proposed as the core of 
1nterpersonal ccnpetenc1es 1n a conjugal relat1onsmp. A number of 
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concepts were 1dent1fled as attr1butes or correlates of 1nt1macy, such 
as empathy and self-dJ.sclosure, and "acceptance, respect and a~rat1on, 
understanchng, friendshlp and cc::npan1onshlp, ease in camn.uucation, 
shar1ng, car1ng and concerq, wanting to please, str1v1ng for mutual 
goals, 1nterdependence, pr1de, trust, belonging together, slrrdlar1ty of 
thought, 1ndebtedness, gladness and peace, expans1on, rec1proc1ty, and 
sexual relatlons" (Schle1n, 1971,' pp. 14-15). Intimacy, as 
conceptualized 1n Schle1n' s study, was a mul tldJ.mei1S1onal concept whlch 
rerna1ned sanewhat nebulous. One of the purposes of the present study 
was to explore the nature of int1macy, especially as 1t applies to the 
relat1onships of young adults. 
Intlmacy 
A fandly life cycle perspective pos1ts that certa1n physiolog1cal 
and erootional tasks must be mastered 1n each stage 1n order for 
1ndividuals to achieve personal satisfact1on and understanding of self 
and others (Meyer, 1980). From this perspect1ve the young adult is 
descr1bed as one who had JUSt completed adolescence, the developmental 
stage 1n whlch the task was to estabhsh an identlty through develop1ng 
an increased sense of autonany, while retaining a sense of connectedness 
to the fanu.ly of origin (Peterson & Leigh, 1990). Only then may a young 
adult be ready to became fully respons1ble for his or her life, to 
embark on a career, and to choose a llfe-partner. 
Separat1on from parents is a gradual process, one that continues 
1nto adulthood. Cohler and Geyer {1982) speculate that for many 
adolescents, college provides an institut1onal support for separat1on by 
providl.ng phys1cal distance, and erootional separation may occur 
gradually in a soc1ally approved manner. For those who do not attend 
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college, many cont1nue to l1ve at home longer. Among worklng-class 
f~l~es, research shows that as many as 40% of young adults and the~r 
spouses cont1nue to res1de 1n parents' homes for a per1od follow1ng 
marr1age (Cohler & Grunebaum, 1981). Accord1ng to a f~ly systems 
perspect1ve, the manner 1n wh1ch separat1on takes place and the ab1l1ty 
of a young person to establ1sh autonomy wh1le ma1nta1~ng a comfortable 
and appropr1ate 1nterdependence w1th parents depends upon the capac1ty 
of both generat1ons for 1n~v1duat1on (Cohler & Geyer, 1982; McGoldr1ck 
& carter, 1982). 
For Er1kson (1963; 1968), the p1votal stage of the l1fe cycle was 
adolescence w1th a central task of develop1ng a strong sense of 
1dent1ty. Thas stage prov1ded the foundat1on for the adult stages that 
follow. A young person who has establ1shed a strong sense of self 1s 
ready to fuse h1s or her 1dent1ty w1th that of others, and th1s capac1ty 
s1gnals the beg1nn1ng of the next stage, that of young adulthood w1th 
1ts central task to establish an ~nt1mate mode of personal relat1onsh1p. 
A person who has a capac1ty for 1nt1macy 1s able to "cormut h1mself to 
concrete aff1l1at1ons and partnersh1ps and to develop the eth1cal 
strength to ab1de by such cormutments even though they may call for 
s1gn1f1cant sacnhces and campram1ses" (Enkson, 1963, p. 263). 
Accord1ng to Er1kson (1968), the young person who 1s not sure of h1s or 
her sense of ~dent1ty: 
sh1es away from 1nterpersonal 1nt1macy or throws h1mself 
1nto acts of 1nt1macy wh1ch are "pram1scuous" w1thout true 
fus1on or real self abandon. . . . 1n late adolescence he 
may settle for h1ghly stereotyped 1nterpersonal relat1ons 
and came to reta1n a deep sense of 1solat1on (pp. 135-136). 
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Int1macy requires a capac1ty for openness, shar1ng, and trust 1n 
close relat1ansh1ps w1th others, and in intimate sexual relat1anships, 
the ab1l1ty to abandon the self in sexual play and orgasm without fear 
of boundary or ego 1 oss ( Orl ofsky, in press) • Like Freud, Enkson based 
his model on male development (Gilligan, 1982). Enkson (1968) 
described the sequence for wanen as sanewhat d1fferent fran that of 
males 1n that a wanan's ident1ty format1on 1s not cCJ1i)lete lmhl an 
1nt1mate relat1ansh1p has been estabhshed. In other words, 1dentity 
for a woman, accord1ng to Er1kson's conceptualizat1on, occurs 1n the 
context of an 1ntimate relatiansh1p. In e1ther case, when all goes well 
developmentally, 1dent1ty and intimacy converge in yolmg adulthood 
(Er1kson, 1968; Josselson, 1973; Levitz-Janes & Orlofsky, 1985). 
Accord1ng to Erikson's model, development occurs through a series 
of stages. Each stage represents a cnsis that 1s prec1p1 tated by the 
develop1ng 1ndiv1dual's psycholog1cal needs in 1nteraction W1th the 
env1ronment (Goldste1n, 1984). SUccess 1n each stage depends on the 
favorable resolut1on of preceding stages, beg1nru.ng w1th the 
establishment 1n infancy of a' bas1c sense of trust. Unresolved 
developmental confl1cts and unsuccessful resolut1on of previous stages 
tend to acCUIIIllate fran one stage to another. In this sense, then, the 
person who 1s capable of ach1eving int1macy has successfully resolved 
developmental confl1cts 1nvolving trust, auton~, 1n1t1at1ve and 
1dentity (Er1kson, 1968; Goldste1n, 1984; Orlofsky, in press). Each 
stage is descr1bed 1n terms of two extreme outcanes, one 1 ead1ng toward 
greater mastery of the environment, or strength, and the other to 
maladaptat1on or lack of growth (Enkson, 1968). For young adults, 
successful resolut1on of the cr1sis of 1ntimacy is reflected 1n a 
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capac1ty to c~t themselves to endur1ng 1nt1mate relat1onsh1ps, and 
fa1lure leads to J.solat1on, withdrawal 1nto self, and the 1nab1l1ty to 
ma1nta1n close relat1onsh1ps (Orlofsky, in press). 
IntJ.macy is often thought of as saneth1ng that occurs between 
people. For example, Schaefer and Olson (1981) conce1ved of int1macy as 
a relationsh1p 1n wh1ch a person shares 1nt1mate exper1ences w1th 
another 1n several areas (emotional, sexual, soc1al, intellectual, and 
recreat1onal) w1th the assumpt1on that such exper1enc~ w1ll pers1st 
over tune. Clinebell and Clinebell (1970) v1ewed intimacy as mutual 
need sat1sfachon. Erikson (1963; 1968), on the other hand, 
conceptual1zed 1nt1macy as a capac1ty that a person develops during the 
' 
course of human development. Each of these wn ters conceptual1zed 
1ntimacy as a process as opposed to a stat1c quality. Orlofsky (in 
press) descnbed 1nt1macy as a continuously evol v1ng capacity, a 
lifelong concern, involving relationships of varying 1ntens1ty and 
duration. Int1macy faces its hrst maJor test dunng yonng adulthood 
"when 1nchv1duals are faced w1t,h the task of choos1ng long-term, perhaps 
hfe-long partners and estabhsh1ng bonds of mutual love ... " 
(Orlofsky, 1n press, p. 3). These bonds prov1de the fotmdat1on for two 
people to deal cooperat1vely w1th the tasks of adulthood. 
Orlofsky, Marc1a, and Lesser (1973) operat1onal1zed Erikson's 
construct of 1denh ty 1n a way that J.s consJ.stent WJ. th the idea of 
1nhmacy as a process. Us1ng a structured 1nterview techn1que, the 
Inhmacy Status Interv1ew locates individuals 1n one of five statuses or 
categories that describe d1ffer1ng styles of coping with relat1onsh1ps. 
The statuses range fran the "1ntimate" who has close relationsh1ps with 
both males and females as well as an enduring ccmm.tted love 
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relationshl.p, to the "1solate" who w1thdraws from soc1al situahons and 
rra1ntains only a few casual acqua1ntances ( Orl ofsky, 1n press) . The 
intennechate categones are "preinhrrate," which 1s s1nular to 1ntimate, 
but the 1ndlv1dual has yet to enter 1nto an endunng love relat1onship, 
the "pseudo1nhmate" who has entered 1nto a sanewhat permanent 
relat1onsh1p that 1s character1zed by lack of closeness or depth, and 
the "stereotype" 1ndiv1dual who ma1nta1ns a number of relationsh1ps on a 
superfic1al level (Orlofsky, 1n press; Orlofsky, Marc1a, & Lesser, 
1973). These f1ve statuses were or1ginally developed to describe the 
1nterpersonal styles of men. Lev1tz-Jones and Orlofsky {1985) and Tesch 
and Whl.tbourne (1982) added additional ''merger" categones whl.ch 
describe persons who enter e1ther commdtted or unc~tted relat1onshlps 
but relinqw.sh autonany in the process. These adchhonal statuses were 
developed to encompass the more dependent style of relating that 1s 
character1stic of same women, mak1ng the measure more val1d for use w1th 
both sexes (Levltz-Jones & Orlofsky, 1985; Orlofsky, 1n press; Tesch & 
Whl.tbourne, 1982). 
An 1nterest1ng study 1s reported by Orlofsky (1n press) comparing 
scores of college men on measures of 1nhmacy status w1th scores on 
Constant1nople's (1969) Inventory of Psycholog1cal Development, a 
measure ca'fi)osed of sel £-report scales based on Erikson's flrst s1x 
stages of trust, autonany, 1m hah ve, 1ndustry, idenh ty, and intimacy. 
Int1mates and pre1nt1mates scored highest an all s1x scales. 
Pseudo1nt1mates and stereotypes appeared to have a bas1c sense of trust 
but scored low from autonomy onward, 1ndicat1ng that the1r diff1culties 
flrst began when 1ssues of separateness and self control were at stake. 
Isolates scored lowest on five scales beg1nn1ng with a bas1c sense of 
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trust, prov1chng support for the theory that each stage bU1lds upon the 
other, and that unsuccessful resolut1ons tend to accumulate from one 
stage to the next. The only scale on which 1solates scored high was 
1ndustry, poss1bly reflect1ng a preoccupat1on w1th work 1n an effort to 
avo1d the anx1ety ,assoc1ated with 1nterpersonal relat1onshlps. 
Other 1mportant character1stics of Er1kson's theory make 1t 
appropr1ate to the present study. Unl1ke perspect1ves which define 
normal1ty cross-sect1onally at a single po1nt 1n t1me, Er1kson 
conceptualized personal1ty development as a lifelong process whlch 
proceeds in sequential stages across the l1fe-span (Walsh, 1982). In 
add1tion, rather than emphas1z1ng 1nst1nctual factors 1n development, 
Er1kson emphas1zed the 1nterplay between the innate capac1ties of an 
1ndividual and env1ronmental factors (Goldste1n, 1984). 
Trust 
The 1ssue of trust nay be espec1ally relevant for young wanen fran 
divorced fanu.lies. Southworth and Schwarz (1987) reported that the 
expenence of parental dl.vorce appears to have long-term effects on 
trust 1n the oppos1te sex and plans for the future. The f1nchngs of 
Kalter, Riemer, Briclanan, and Chen (1985) also suggested that young 
wanen fran chvorced familles often have negative v1ews not only of men, 
but of themselves as women, and that they are uneasy about the prospect 
of marriage. In a ten-year follow-up report from a long1tudlnal study 
of chlldren of dl.vorce, Wallerstein and Blakeslee {1989) descnbed a 
subgroup of young wanen followed s1nce chlldhood as hlghly anx1ous and 
unable to trust 1n heterosexual relationships: "So preoccup1ed are they 
w1th expectations of betrayal that they really suffer fran rranute to 
rranute, even though the1r partners may be coopletely faithful" (p. 62). 
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For men the p1cture appears to be d1fferent, for example, Keith and 
Fl.nlay (1988) speculated that soc1al class and econamc resources may 
mediate the effects of d1vorce for men; but, 1n general, the probabil1ty 
for male chlldren of divorce marrying was somewhat lower. Wallerste1n 
and Blakeslee (1989) descr1bed the young men 1n their study who were 
between the ages of 19 and 29 as lonely and unhappy and apparently 
unable to have lasting relat1onsh1ps W1th wanen. 
-
Schle1n (1971) ident1fied trust as well as 1nt1macy as an element 
of 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p quality, but fa1led to def1ne this 
construct conceptually. Larzelere and Huston (1980) 1dentif1ed honesty 
and benevolence as two aspects of interpersonal trust. Benevolence 
concerns the degree to which a person is genmnely 1nterested 1n the 
welfare of another, and honesty 1s the extent a person can take hls or 
her partner's word concermng future intent1ons. In order for 1nhmacy 
and greater vulnerability to develop 1n a relationship, both attr1butes 
must be present. Accord1ng to this conceptuahzahon, trust exists "to 
the extent a person bel1eves another person (or persons) to be 
benevolent and honest" (Larzelere & Huston, 1980, p. 596). Further, 
dyadlc trust involves benevolence and honesty in relat1ng to a 
s1gn1f1cant other, and is associated w1th characteristics such as love, 
self-disclosure and c~tment. 
Enkson's (1963; 1968) theory suggests another aspect of the 
relatlonshlp between trust and 1nhmacy. The successful resolutlon of 
each developmental stage, or cr1s1s, depends on a favorable resolut1on 
of the precedlng stages. In the first stage an 1nfant 1s expected to 
develop a bas1c sense of trust, "the cornerstone of a v1tal personahty" 
(Erikson, 1968, p. 96). A solid sense of trust is the foundat1on for 
subsequent cr1ses 1nvolv1ng autonQm¥, 1n1t1at1ve, 1ndustry, and 
1dent1ty, and sets the stage for a young adult exper1ence of 1nttmacy. 
Self-esteem 
Personal and Interpersonal Var1ables and 
Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Quality 
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Erikson (1968) described self-esteem as a quality that develops 
gradually fran the amipotence of infanble narciss1srn to a mature sense 
of 1dentity that makes 1nttmacy poss1ble. Self-esteem 1s based on "the 
~ts of sk1lls and social techniques which assure a gradual 
co1nc1dence of play and sk1llful perfonmance, of ego ideal and soc1al 
role, and thereby pram.se a tangible future" (p. 71). Chnebell and 
Clinebell (1970) 1n discuss1ng the relationsh1p between 1nt111Bcy and 
self-esteem stated "a robust sense of one's worth is an essential part 
of a firm sense of 1dent1 ty; as such, 1 t is a necessary foundat1on for 
depth relationships" (p. 71). Further, a person who cons1ders herself 
or hinBelf to have little value, to be unlovable, expects reject1on, and 
rather than risk reJection avo1ds closeness. This type of person may 
marry only to get as he or she feels they have little to g1ve (Chnebell 
& Cl1nebell, 1970). 
Rosenberg (1965) descr1bed self-esteem as the pos1t1ve or negative 
attitude toward self as object. A person hav1ng h1gh self-esteem 
"respects h1RBel f, cons1ders hinBel f worthy. . . . low sel £-esteem on 
the other hand impl1es self-reJect1on, self-d1ssatisfaction, self-
contempt" (p. 31). Gecas and Schwalbe (1986) argued that self-esteem 
has at least two components, self-worth and self-eff1cacy. Self-worth 
1s a m:>ral camponent reflect1ng how well a person feels he or she 1s 
living up to sane standard of conduct. Self-efhcacy refers to one's 
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sense of competence or effect1veness in dealing with the soc1al or 
physJ.cal env1ronment. Further, sel £-esteem may be expressed 1n terms of 
"self-attnbutions," or caning to Jmow ourselves by observing our own 
behav1or and 1ts consequences, or "reflected appra1sals," cam.ng to see 
ourselves as others see us (Gecas, 1982; Gecas & Schwalbe, 1986). 
Cooley (1902) tenmed the reflected appraisals of the primary group as 
the "looking glass self." In the fanu.ly context one's 1nitial self-
concept 1s fonmed. This process later extends to the neJ.ghborhood and 
to other groups that are J..III)ortant in a cmld's hfe. Rosenberg (1965) 
reported that extreme maternal ind1fference toward a child 1s associated 
w1th low self-esteem and 1s in fact more harmful than punitive behav1or. 
A large body of research docunents the relationslu.p between 
varJ.ous fanu.ly factors and the developnent of self-esteem 1n clu.ldren 
and adolescents. A number of studies reported a strong negat1ve 
associat1on between parental conflict and self-esteem (Amato, 1988; 
Emery, 1982; Long, 1986; Raschke & Raschke, 1979; Slater and Haber, 
1984). Amato (1988) 1nvestigated the effect of parental divorce on 
self-esteem and sense of power. No s1gru.hcant association was fotmd 
between self-esteem and the childhood expenence of divorce. However, 
children of divorce were fotmd to have a lowered sense of power that was 
largely mediated through lower levels of educational attaJ.nment. 
Although there 1s little evJ.dence in the hterature to support a direct 
assoc1ahon between parental divorce and self-esteem, at least two 
studies (Holman & Woodroffe-Patrick, 1988; Glenn & Kramer, 1985) argue 
that fanu.ly structure is an iJ11?ortant vanable that cannot be dismissed. 
Studies of college students fran intact and divorced fanu.lies (Boyd, 
Nunn, & Par1sh, 1983; Par1sh & Wigle, 1985) reported that young adults 
from divorced f~l1es v1ewed themselves and the1r f~l1es more 
negat1vely than those from 1ntact f~l1es. 
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Self-esteem 1n chlldren and adolescents shows a strong 
relat1ansh1p w1th parental support (Coopersrrnth, 1967; Felson & 
Z1el1nski, 1989; Gecas & Schwalbe, 1986; Hoelter & Harper, 1987; 
Openshaw & Thomas, 1986). Further, there may be a rec1procal effect 1n 
that support1ve parental behav1or contr1butes to chlld self-esteem, and 
behav1or on the part of ch1ldren wh1ch reflects high self-esteem 1n turn 
1nfluences the level of parental support (Felson & Z1elinsk1, 1989). 
Parent-chlld relat1onshlps character1zed by shared act1v1t1es and 
commun1cat1on as well as emot1onal support were related to adolescent 
self-esteem 1n a study by Demo, Small and Sav1n-W1ll1ams (1987). In 
research concern1ng the relationship of children's self-esteem to 
parental self-esteem, marital sat1sfact1on, and parental nurturance, 
only parental nurturance was related to child self-esteem (Buri, 
K1rchner, & Walsh, 1987). 
Cooper, Holman, and Bra1thwa1te (1983) ex~ned the relat1onsh1p 
between f~ly cohes1on and children's self-esteem. Thls study was 
notable because 1t took 1nto cons1derat1on children's perceptions of 
closeness not only w1th parents but also among s1blings. Five maJor 
f~ly types were 1dent1f1ed: two-parent and one-parent cohes1ve 
f~l1es, the 1solated ch1ld fonn 1n whlch ch1ldren perce1ve themselves 
to be 1solated w1thin the famdly. the d1v1ded f~ly 1n which parents 
are div1ded and chlldren attach themselves to either mother or father, 
and the parent-coalit1an famdly in wh1ch two cohes1ve groups are fanned, 
the parents 1n one group and the children 1n the other. Chlldren who 
felt 1solated w1thin the f~ly were found to have the lowest self-
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esteem. ~ldren 1n two-parent cohes1ve f~lies had the h1ghest self-
esteem, followed by ch1ldren 1n cohes1ve slngle-parent f~l1es, 
1llustrat1ng that f~ly structure alone does not have the most damaging 
effect on children's self-esteem. 
Anx1ety 
Anxiety has been assoc1ated w1th both parental d1vorce and 
confl1ct. Adolescents and chlldren frequently exper1ence acute anx1ety 
related to feel1ngs of fear and vulnerab1l1ty 1n the aftermath of 
dlvorce (Wallerste1n & Kelly, 1980). Preadolescent g1rls appear to 
adJust better to the divorce of the1r parents than e1ther boys or 
adolescents (Hetherlngton, 1972; Wallerste1n & Kelly, 1980; Wallerstein 
& Blakeslee, 1989). However, there is ev1dence that same young women in 
their late teens and early twenties may exper1ence a delayed reaction to 
parental dl vorce 1n the form of anxiety and depression when faced Wl th 
issues of 1nt1macy and camrndbment (Wallerstein & Blakeslee, 1989}. A 
related find1ng was reported by Hetherington (1972) 1n a study of 
adolescent g1rls, ages 13 to 17, who l1ved w1th s1ngle dlvorced mothers 
most of the1r hves. These girls dlsplayed s1gnificantly more anx1ous 
and dependent behavior when 1nteracting with males compared to g1rls 
fran either 1ntact homes or whose fathers had d1ed. Kalter et al. 
(1985} observed, "the potential negative effects of,parental divorce on 
g1rls do not came sharply 1nto focus unt1l adolescence or young 
adulthood. The problems 1n ferrdn1ne self-esteem and heterosexual 
adJustment may not emerge unt1l these issues became centrally ~ortant 
developnentally" (p. 539}. 
Parental conflict has been associated w1th a more generalized 
anx1ety in ch1ldren and adolescents. Us1ng anx1ety as a dependent 
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var~able, Holman and Woodroffe-Patr~ck (1988) and Slater and Haber 
(1984), found that on-go~ng ~gh confl~ct ~n f~l~es, but not parental 
d~vorce, was related to ~ncreased anx~ety. Fauber, Forehand, Thomas, 
and W~erson (1990) demonstrated that the effects of parental confl~ct on 
~nternal~z~ng behav1or 1n c~ldren' (w1thdrawal, anx1ety) are med~ated 
through ~srupted parent1ng, such as psycholog1cal control or w1thdrawal 
that may result from parental conff1ct. 
Boys and g1rls tend to respond ~fferently to e1ther parental 
d~vorce or to 1ntense confl1ct w1t~n an 1ntact f~ly. Boys typ1cally 
act out the1r pa1n and anx1ety through external1z1ng or undercontrolled 
behav1or, w~le g1rls are more l1kely to respond w1th overcontrol, 
becam1ng anx1ous and w1thdrawn (Emery, 1982; Emery & O'Leary, 1982; 
~dubald1 & Perry, 1985; Hether1ngton, 1979; Hether1ngton, Cox, & Cox, 
1979; Zaslow, 1988). Soc1al and emot1onal d1sturbances 1n development 
1n g1rls usually d1sappear wit~n two years follow1ng parental d1vorce, 
but many boys cont1nue to show developmental dev1at1ons and behav1or 
~sorders much beyond that per~od of t1rne (G~dubald1 & Perry, 1985; 
Hether1ngton, 1979). For same g1rls, anx1ety and depress1on may 
resurface dur1ng late adolescence or early adulthood, as descr1bed by 
Wallerste1n and Blakeslee (1989). 
Confl1ct Management 
The 1nterpersonal 1ndependent vanabl e that was stuched was the 
ab1l1ty of young adults to manage ~sagreements and confl1ct 1n close 
1nterpersonal relat1ons~ps, or confl1ct management sk1lls. The 
1mportance of effect1ve confl1ct management to the qual1ty of 
1nterpersonal relat1ons~ps has been dramat1cally demonstrated 1n the 
work of Gottman (1991). Gottman clauns to be able to pred1ct w1th more 
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than 95% accuracy couples at r1sk for divorce based on observat1on of 
the way 1nd1v1duals respond to confl1ct early 1n their relat1onsh1ps. 
Lerner (1989) related int1macy to setting hrmts and manag1ng 
confl1ct 1n 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps. Int1macy, accord1ng to Lerner, 
reqw.res that we "be who we are" (p. ,3) 1n a relat1onsh1p and allow the 
other person to be the same. This means that we have the abihty to 
talk openly about things that are 1mportant to us, that we take a clear 
' 
position on 1mportant emotional 1ssues, and that we clanfy the lirmts 
of what 1s acceptable and tolerable 1n the relationship. 
A s1nri.lar def1nit1on 1s provided by Orlofsky (1n press). While 
the 1solated person presents a p1cture of interpersonal w1thdrawal and 
anx1ety, the relat1onships of a person who has the capac1ty for 1ntfmacy 
"are charactenzed by a h1gh degree of personal carmmu.cahon and lll.ltual 
tmderstandl.ng" ( p. 3) . A person who is capable of 1ntfmacy 1s 
comfortable w1th feelings and able to conceptualize feel1ngs and 
camauucate on a feehng level. The 1nd1v1dual who 1s tmcamfortable 
w1 th feel1ngs and tmSure how' to express them or even to th1nk about 
them, 1s l1kely to deal w1th feel1ngs through e1ther explos1ve d1scharge 
or den1al. This type of person is more likely to avo1d close 
1nterpersonal relat1onships, and to rema1n on a superf1c1al level 1n 
relationships with others. 
Ml.n1mal scholarship 1s ava1lable regard1ng how 1nd1v1duals develop 
a particular style of response to conflict in close personal 
relationsh1ps. One theory of how people learn to manage confhct and 
aggress1on 1s Bandura's (1969) soc1al-learn1ng theory of ident1f1catory 
processes. According to this JOOdel, cmplex reperto1res of behav1or are 
acquired through observation of the response patterns of parents and 
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other powerful models. Accord~ng to soc~al lear.n~ng theory, behav~or ~s 
learned through ~dentlflcatlon, wmch l.S deflned as "the process 1.n 
which a person patterns ms thoughts, feel~ngs or actions after another 
person who serves as a model" (p. 214). Cluldren tend to ~dentlfy with 
powerful models, and those whose behav1.or ~s rewarded ~n the fonn of 
control over certa1.n des~red resources. When the aggress~ve behav~or of 
a model ~s hl.ghly effect1ve, the observer tends to 1.dent~fy w~th the 
aggressor, even though the observer disl~kes or even fears the model 
(Bandura, 1969). 
The princ~ple of v1.car~ous re~nforcement refers to the 1.dea that 
the observation of reward~ng or ~shing consequences to a model 
affects the degree to wmch an observer ~s willing to engage 1.n a 
part~cular modeled behav~or. Through vicar~ous reinforcement and the 
covert rehearsal of the behavior of powerful models, "cluldren 
frequently ac~re and reta~n on a long-tenn bas~s adult-rewarded but 
child-prohib~ted behav~or patterns that are not reproduced unt~l the 
cluld has reached the age or soc~al status that makes the act~v1ty 
appropnate or acceptable" (Bandura, 1969, p. 241). Bandura (1969} 
cautions that ~dentl flcatlon is a continuous process ~nvol ving multiple 
models ~n addition to parents, includ~ng peer ~nfluences and mass media. 
Although a f~ly can prov~de general prescr~pt~ons for 
conduct, parental models cannot poss~bly serve as pnrrary 
sources of the elaborate sk~lls and modes of behav~or 
r~red at d~fferent stages 'Of soc~al development. Complex 
cultural patterns of behavior are, 1n large part, 
transrratted and regulated at a soc~al-systems level (p. 
255). 
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Kalter (1987) prov1ded a d1fferent rat1onale from a closely 
related but more psychodynanuc point of view. According to tlu.s m:xiel, 
one of the develo~tal achlevements of chlldhood and adolescence 1s 
the capac1ty to modulate aggress1ve 1mpulses. This capac1ty, as well as 
other 1mportant developmental tasks, 1s the result of an ongo1ng, car1ng 
relahonslu.p between parent and clu.ld as well as the mutual support and 
respect between parents that a chlld observes and absorbs. In this 
env1ronrnent of mutual canng and respect the growing child learns to 
balance hls or her own needs w1th those of others, and to develop 
soc1ally adapt1ve behav1or and the ability to be appropr1ately 
assert1ve. D1ff1culties 1n modulating aggress1on der1ve fran 
exper1ences that {a) st1mulate a child's level of aggress1ve impulses, 
and (b) 1nterfere with the capac1ty to manage these 1mpulses adapt1vely. 
A hane in which there 1s a lack of caring or nurturance, or one 1n wlu.ch 
there 1s a great deal of turmo1l and conflict increases the l1kelihood 
of a child developing d1sturbances in modulat1ng aggress1on. These 
1nclude the emergence in the chlld of external1z1ng, aggress1ve behav1or 
problans, or the "more silent rnan1festat1ons of maladapt1ve defenses 
aga1nst anx1ety and gu1lt associated with aggression, e.g., depression, 
1nhibitions, and pass1v1ty (or lack of appropnate asserhveness)" 
(Kalter, 1987, p. 589). 
A report fran an on-going study of post-d1vorce family function1ng 
(camara & Resnick, 1989) 1ndicated that conflict resolution style rather 
than the amount of conflict, combined w1th the degree of cooperat1on 
between parents, predicted child adJustment. Further, children directly 
or indirectly learn how to handle confhct s1tuat1ons fran their 
parents. The authors suggest that 1 earning to canpram.se and negotiate 
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1s espec1ally 1mportant for children 1n the latency stage of development 
"because the cmld at tms stage 1s engaged 1n a struggle between 
1ndustry and infenonty 1n develop1ng COITQ?etence 1n work and play" (p. 
572). The 1mportance of this research l1es 1n the demonstrat1on of the 
fact that 1t is not the amount or level of parental confl1ct that 1s 
harmful to ch1ldren. In fact, children may learn pos1t1ve methods of 
resolv1ng confl1ct from their parents, whether or not marr1ed, and the 
sk1lls they learn may 1nfluence the styles of confl1ct management they 
carry w1th them into adulthood. 
Family Vanables and Interpersonal 
Relationship Quality 
Parent-~ld Relationships 
The qual1ty of parent-cmld relationsh1ps appears to be 1nd1rectly 
related to interpersonal relationship quality by contributing to the 
psycholog1cal adJustment of young adults. Research 1nd1cates that the 
effects of the relat1onship with mothers and fathers may be d1fferent 
for boys and g1rls. 
Parent1ng behav1ors that combine support and 1nductive control 
have been identihed as most effechve 1n producing pos1t1ve ch1ld 
outcomes (Gecas & Seff, 1990; Peterson & Roll1ns, 1987; Roll1ns & 
Thomas, 1979). Supportive parental behav1or 1s characterized by warmth, 
affechon, nurturance, and acceptance. Parental 1nduchon 1s dehned as 
attarpts to control behav1or through the use of reason1ng, explaimng, 
and po1nt1ng out the poss1ble consequences of actions (Openshaw & 
Thomas, 1986; Peterson & Rollins, 1987). Parental support and inductive 
control are related to such positive outcomes 1n children as self-esteem 
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(Openshaw & Thomas, 1986; Coopersrruth, 1967), and soc~al competence 
(Gecas & Seff, 1990; Peterson & Le~gh, 1990; Roll~ns & Thomas, 1979). 
Maccoby and Mart~n's Fourfold Typology of Parent~ng Styles (1983) 
descr~bes parent~ng styles based on the d1mens1ons of warmrcold versus 
perrruss1ve-str1ct. Briefly described, the four styles of parent~ng are: 
(a) author1tar1an-autocratic style: parents are in control, str1ct 
linnts are set on ch1ldren's express1on of needs, and,parents make the 
rules; (b) author1tat1ve-reciprocal style: parents are wann and 
accept1ng and ~nvolved w1th the1r ch1ldren, and they set and enforce 
behav1oral l1nnts; (c) 1ndulgent-Berrruss1ve: parents take a tolerant and 
accepting attitude toward ch1ldren's expression of needs; there are few 
rules or linnts and rrnnimal control efforts; (d) ind1fferent-un1nvolved: 
parents are rrnnimally 1nvolved in meet1ng ch1ldren's needs; parental 
behav1or may range from apathy and indifference to being host1le and 
abras1ve toward a child's needs for affection (Bohrnstedt & F1sher, 
1986). Maccoby and Mart1n (1983) suggested that pos1tive affect1ve 
outcomes 1n children result when parents are wann and 1nvolved but set 
and enforce rules and hrrn ts. 
Bohrnstedt and F1sher (1986) tested the Maccoby and Mart1n 
hypothesis by campar1ng the effects of a young adult's current role 
perfonnance and relationsh1p w1th parents as a child and adolescent on 
the young person's affective function1ng. Sel £-esteem was found to be a 
funct1on of sat1sfaction w1th current role perfonnance. Depressed 
affect, on the other hand, appeared to be a,more stable personal1ty 
character1st1c than self-esteem, and showed same 1nterest1ng 
correlat1ons w1th parent1ng styles. A str1ct father and a cool mother, 
or an authoritar1an mother regardless of the father's style were related 
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to h1gher levels of depress1on 1n young adults. Indulgence on the part 
of the father, but not the mother, was found to be detr1mental. The 
general conclus1on was that at least one wann-str1ct (author1tat1ve-
rec1procal) parent 1s needed dur1ng the adolescent stage of development 
to avoid depress1on as a young adult. 
There have been reports concer.n1ng the d1fferent1al effects of 
parental beha'aor on boys and g1rls. Gecas and Schwalbe (1986) found 
that self-esteem in boys was related to parental 1nduct1ve control, 
whereas self-esteem in g1rls was related to support. Surpr1s1ngly, 
fathers appeared to have a stronger effect than mothers on the self-
esteem of both male and female adolescents. 
Demo, Small, and Sav1n-W1ll1ams (1987) demonstrated that the 
quality of farrnly cammun1cat1ons was a cr1t1cal factor 1n farrdly 
relations. For both boys and g1rls, parent-adolescent carmuru..cation and 
partic1pation were strongly related to self-esteem. However, 1t 
appeared that parents tended to be more respons1ve to boys than to g1rls 
1n terms of control and support and, therefore, self-esteem of boys was 
more closely t1ed to farrnly relations. , In addit1on, fathers' self-
esteem was found to be pos1hvely related to the level of cammun1cahon 
with the1r children, and mothers' self-esteem was negat1vely related to 
stress assoc1ated with parenting an adolescent, demonstrat1ng a c1rcular 
effect in farrnly relat1ons. 
Parental confl1ct and d1vorce have been 1dentif1ed as particularly 
d1sruphve to parent-ch1ld relahonships. F1ne, Moreland, and Schwebel 
(1983) CaJ1;>ared groups of college students fran divorced and 1ntact 
fandlies to dete~ne the effects of divorce on parent-ch1ld 
relationships. The parents of the divorced farrdly group had d1vorced 
95 
before the students were 11 years of age. Separate measures were 
obta1ned for the young adults' perceptions of relat1onsh1ps w1th mother 
and w1th father. Relat1onship dimens1ons studied were closeness, trust, 
role clan ty, perceptual accuracy, anger, ccmm.uu.cat1on, respect, and 
influence. The results 1ndicated that although divorce may have a long-
tenn effect on young adults' relationships with the1r parents, there was 
no ev1dence that these parent-ch1ld relat1anships were unhealthy. 
Rather, the quality of relatiansh1ps 1n d1vorced fannlies were rated as 
average, compared with above average 1n the parent-ch1ld relat1anships 
1n 1ntact fannlies. Both boys and g1rls fran divorced fannlies 
per,ce1ved their relat1anships w1th both parents as less posit1ve, and 
females perce1ved mothers more positively than d1d males. Factors that 
attenuated the negat1ve consequenceS of divorce were perceptions of 
positive pre-divorce fannly life and relat1anships, a h1gher quality 
post-d1vorce parental relat1onsh1p, and higher socioecon~c status. 
Parental confhct has been found to be detnmental to ch1ldren 
regardless of fannly structure (Emery, 1982; Hess & camara, 1979; 
Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1982; Wallerste1n & Kelly, 1980). Parents who 
are hostile and angry w1th one another may have little energy left over 
to 1nvest 1n parent1ng and the stress and confl1ct 1n the parental 
relatiansh1ps may affect ch1ldren 1ndirectly through d1srupt1ans 1n the 
parent-child relations~p. Us1ng path analys1s, Fauber et al. {1990) 
deroonstrated that the relat1onsh1p between parental confhct and 
adJUStment problems 1n young adolescents was medl.ated pnmanly through 
parental re)echon/withdrawal. In turn, parental reJechon/withdrawal 
was assoc1ated w1th h1gher levels of ch1ld adjustment problems. 
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Conflict in 1ntact fanu.lies was fotmd to have a more direct effect 
on ch1ldren's behav1or. The results of a sinnlar 1nvest1gat1on (Kl1ne, 
Johnston, & Tschann, 1991) suggested that rnar1tal conflict contributes 
to children's behav1or and adJustment problems through decreased wannth 
and empathy 1n the mother-child relationsb1p. In th1s study, fathers' 
parenhng behav1ors were sign1hcantly rel'ated to ch1ld adJustment at 
the time of the f1ling of the d1vorce, but showed little effect two 
years afterwards. 
Parental Relationshlp 
Prev1ous scholarsh1p supports the 1mportance of a strong parental 
marriage to 1nhrnate relahonship 1n the1r children. Booth and Edwards 
(1989) reported that adult children who perce1ved the1r parents' 
rnarnage to have been tmhappy had 1 ess happy rnarnages, reported more 
disagreements and behav1oral problems, less interact1an w1th the1r 
spouses, lower c~trnent to marriage, and greater mar1tal 1nstab1lity. 
In a study of the courtsh1p progress of college waren, Long (1987) 
reported that subJects who perce1ved the1r parents' marnage to be happy 
(they rerna1ned together and had low conflict) had more pos1t1ve 
attitudes toward marriage and were making more courtsh1p progress. 
Olson, Mc:Cubb1n, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, and Wilson (1989) 
descnbed a strang fanu.ly as a low stress farm.ly. In this type of 
fanu.ly parents tended to express sat1sfact1an w1th the1r mar1tal 
relationship and w1th the1r quality of life. Four var1ables that 
reflected mar1tal strength and were 1dent1f1ed as cr1tical in 
dist1ngmsh1ng between high and low stress families were family and 
friends, sex, hnances, and persanali ty. In addition, heal thy 
cammun1cation 1n farm.l1es was described as 1nvolving patterns in which 
"parents focus attentlon, share mean~ng, and comnun~cate w~ th one 
another and w~th the~r cmldren" (Singer & Wynne, 1966, p. 261). 
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There ~s a w~dely-held belief that ~vorce has pr~mar~ly negat~ve 
consequences for children. An ~nterest~ng recent study by Amato {1991) 
demonstrated that although att~tudes toward d~vorce have became more 
accept~ng, cmldren of d~vorce continue to be v~ewed more negat~vely 
than those from two-parent hanes. Research has gradually smfted fran a 
focus an the patholog~cal aspects of divorce to a redef~n~t~on of 
~vorce and ~ts related forms as normal fanu.ly processes {Ahrens & 
Rodgers, 1987; Walsh, 1982). A current v~ew holds that although divorce 
may be a source of considerable stress, ~t ~s not the ~vorce ~tself but 
the process that beg~ns somewhere before the divorce and cont1nues 
afterwards that pred~cts the adJustment of cmldren {Cherhn et al. I 
1991; Emery, 1988b). 
The d1vorce llterature stresses the cantinmng 1nportance of the 
parental relationsh1p to the long-tenn well-be~ng of ch1ldren. For 
example, Ahrens (1979) proposed the concept of the binuclear fanu.ly ~n 
wh1ch the or~g1nal nuclear fanu.ly ~s reorgan~zed ~nto two ~nterrelated 
households. Under the best of c1rcumstances, boundanes 1n the fanu.ly 
are reahgned and the focus of the parents sh1fts from the spousal 
relat1onsh1p toward a new k1nd of relat1onship that is focused on the 
welfare of the1r ch1ldren. A functlanal divorce is dehned as "one ~n 
wh1ch spouses are able to move through the trans1t~ons of disorgan1zing 
the nuclear fanu.ly w~thout creat1ng severe deb1l1tat1ng cr1ses for 
themselves and other fanu.ly members" {Ahrens & Rodgers, 1987, p. 131). 
Factors related to favorable long-tenn post-~vorce adJustment in 
ch1ldren are f1nanc1al resources, controlled parental conflict before 
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and after d1vorce, parental cooperat1on and agreement on 1ssues related 
to d1sc1pl1ne, an author1tative style of parenting on the part of the 
custod1al parent, and regular contact and a pos1t1ve relationship w1th 
the non-custodial 'parent (:mrtery, 1988a; Kurdek, 1981). 
Parental Conflict 
The relat1onsh1p between parental confl1ct and a young person's 
ab1lity to manage conflict 1n his or her own intimate relat1onships 1s 
not well estabhshed. There has been speculat1on concermng a role 
roodel hypothesis based on leam1ng theory (Glenn & Kramer, 1987; Kalter, 
1987; Pope & Mueller, 1976}. According to th1s perspect1ve, children 
may learn maladapt1ve ways of resolv1ng conflict and interact1ng 
soc1ally fran parents who serve as part1cularly powerful role models. 
Booth and Edwards (1989) suggest that 1nterparental turmoil may 
influence the adult relat1ansh1ps of ch1ldren 1ndirectly by 1nterfer1ng 
Wl th the type of support and control that encourages 1nterpersonal 
cCJ'II)etence. 
Conflict 1s 1nevitable 1n human relationships, and the absence of 
conflict 1s not an 1nd1cat1on of heal thy family fmct1oning (Straus, 
1979; Galv1n & Brcmnel, 1986}. Avo1dance of conflict may lead to m:>re 
ser1ous problems when anger and d1ssatisfact1on in a relationship are 
not addressed. "If conflict 1s suppressed, it can result in stagnation 
and fa1lure to adapt to changed circumstances, and/or erode the bond of 
group sohdanty because of an acC1.111Ulat1on of host1lity" (Straus, 1979, 
p. 75}. It has been -E!fll>lrically estab'hshed that styles of conflict 
resolut1on rather than the degree of conflict detei11ll.nes whether the 
outcome 1s construct1ve or destruct1ve (camara & Resn1ck, 1989; Galv1n & 
Brcmnel , 1986) . 
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In the past there has been same controversy concern~ng whether the 
parental d1vorce or ~nterparental confl~ct ~s more strongly assoc~ated 
w~th c~ld behav~or problems. The ~dea that divorce 1tself has negative 
consequenceS regardless of c~rcumstances (Bowlby, 1973) gave rise to the 
popular negat1ve 1mage of the "broken hane" (Amato, 1991). However, 
current ev~dence supports Hethenngton's {1979) contention that c~ldren 
function more adequately in a relatively harmonious s1ngle-parent farrnly 
than ~n either an intact or d1vorced home where there 1s 1nterparental 
conflict (Emery, 1982; Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1979; Kalter, 1987). 
Accord1ng to Chess et al. {1983), parental confl1ct rather than d1vorce-
separat1on w1th confl1ct predicts poor adult adaptation. In e1ther 
~ntact or divorced hares, research has shown that a mutually support1ve 
and cooperative parental relations~p 1s essent1al for 1nd1vidual and 
farrnly function1ng (Ahrens & Rodgers, 1987; Longfellow, 1979). 
In a study of the coping responses of preschool children to the 
verbal anger of adults, CUmndngs (1987) found ev~dence that the 
background verbal anger of adults stresses small c~ldren and challenges 
the1r ab11ity to adapt. A recent report of a major long1tuchnal study 
of more than 20,000 c~ldren in Great Br1t~n and the United States 
(Cherlin et al., 1991) concluded that c~ldren's academe and behav1oral 
problems can be pred1cted years before a divorce or separat1on takes 
place. Child problems were traced to three sources: (a) the effect of 
grow1ng up 1n a dysfunct~onal f~ly, def1ned as a home where ser1ous 
problems of the parents or the children make no~l development 
d1fficult; (b) severe and protracted mar~tal confl1ct w~ch may or may 
not lead to divorce; and {c) the difficult trans~t~on that occurs after 
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parents separate, ~nclud1ng emot1onal upset, decreased 1ncame, 
d1rrnn1sh1ng parent1ng, and cont1nued confl1ct (Cherl1n et al., 1991). 
There 1s cons1derable ev1dence that parental confl1ct, but not 
d1vorce, has negat1ve consequences for ch1ldren's self-concept and self-
esteem (Emery, 1982; Hether1ngton, Cox, & Cox, 1976; Long, 1986; Raschke 
& Raschke, 1979; Slater & Haber, 1984). Raschke and Raschke (1979), for 
example, found no correlat1on between f~ly structure and self-concept 
1n elementary school ch1ldren. Self-concept, however, was found to be 
negatively related to parental confl1ct and pos1t1vely correlated w1th 
parental happ1ness. 
In a study of high school students, Amato (1986) stud1ed the 
relat1onship between self-esteem and parental confl1ct 1n a sample of 
Austrahan pnmary and secondary school children. Results 1nchcated a 
strong negative assoc1at1on for primary school g1rls, but not for boys. 
In addit1on, there was a deteriorat1on of ch1ldren's relat1onships w1th 
the1r fathers among younger females and older males and females. An 
interesting f1nd1ng was that a pos1t1ve relat1onsh1p with only one of 
' 
the parents seemed to buffer the negative effects of parental confl1ct. 
A longitudinal study by Chess et al. (1983) linked parental conflict at 
ages three and five to poor early adult behav1oral and psychological 
ftmctioning. In an 1nvestigahon of the relationship between f~ly 
factors and courtship attitudes and behav1or of college students, Booth, 
Bnnkerhoof, and Whl.te (1984) demonstrated that post-divorce parental 
confl1ct coupled w1th deter1orat1on 1n parent-child relat1onshlps 
1ncreased courtship activ1ty but adversely affected the qual1ty of 
courtship relations, espec1ally for males. In addit1on, post-d1vorce 
confhct appeared to shmulate cohab1tation arrong females, a find1ng the 
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authors speculated may be related to a lack of trust and fear of be1ng 
hurt. 
Us1ng a systems perspect1ve, camara and Resn1ck (1989) 
1nvest1gated the assoc1at1ons among mar1tal, parental, and parent-ch1ld 
relat1onsh1ps 1n 1ntact and d1vorced farrnl1es as they related to the 
soc1al and emot1onal development of ch1ldren. The1r f1nd1ngs 1nd1cated 
that the level of cooperat1on and style of confl1ct resolut1on pred1cted 
levels of adJustment 1n ch1ldren. In d1vorced farrnl1es cooperat1on 
between parents was s1gn1f1cantly related to ch1ldren's relat1onsh1p 
w1th the non-custodial parent, but not w1th the custod1al parent. In 
two-parent households parental cooperat1on was assoc1ated w1th the 
qual1ty of the mother-ch1ld relat1onsh1p, but not w1th the father-ch1ld 
relat1onsh1p. Verbal threats of phys1cal v1olence on the part of 
fathers contr1buted to poor father-ch1ld relat1onsh1ps, but when 
campram1se was used father-ch1ld relat1onships were pos1t1ve. Mothers' 
verbal aggress1on was related to negat1ve relat1onsh1ps w1th both 
parents, and her use of confl1ct avo1dance was assoc1ated w1th poorer 
father-ch1ld relat1onsh1ps. OVerall, host1le, angry, and avo1dant 
confl1ct styles on the part of parents contr1buted to more confl1ct and 
polar1zed farrnly relat1onsh1ps. Cooperat1on between parents and the use 
of campram1se produced pos1t1ve resolut1on to confl1ct and 1ncreased 
closeness among farrnly members (camara & Resn1ck, 1989). 
Farrnly Funct1on1ng: Cohes1on and 
Adaptab1l1ty 
The farrnly styles of cohes1on and adaptabil1ty appear to be 
1nd1rectly related to 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty by contr1but1ng 
to the type of farrnly funct1on1ng that is assoc1ated w1th healthy 
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development. The C1rcumplex Model of f~ly systems, developed by Olson 
and colleagues (Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979), l.S a "category system 
or typology" based on the concepts of cohes1on and adaptab1hty 
{Openshaw & Thanas, 1986). From a conceptual clustenng of over 50 
concepts used to descr1be f~ly dynarrncs, the three concepts of 
cohes1on, adaptab11ity, and ccmnunication emerged as an 1ndex of overall 
farrnly ftmchon1ng {Olson et al., 1989). The d11nens1ons of cohes1on and 
adaptab1l1ty were organ1zed into a graphic fonn dep1ct1ng 16 poss1ble 
camb1nat1ons of the two var1ables represent1ng 16 var1at1ons of farrnly 
ftmct1on1ng. Cohes1on 1s deflned as "the emotlonal bonding that farrnly 
members have toward one another," and adaptab11ity as "the ab11lty of a 
mantal or family system to change 1ts power structure, role 
relatlonshl.ps, and relatlonshl.p rules 1n response to s1tuational and 
developnental stress" (Olson et al., 1989, p. 48). Ccmnuru.cat1on 1s 
cons1dered to be a fac1litat1ve dl.mens1on that allows movement along the 
other two dl.mens1ons. 
Ong1nally the C1rcumplex Model, as measured by FACES III, was 
cons1dered to be a curv1hnear m::xiel w1th JTU.d-range scores represent1ng 
problematic farrnly function1ng. Based on ev1dence from research us1ng 
non-cl1nical samples, Olson (1991) recently adv1sed that cohes1on and 
adaptabil1ty appear to be linear measures, w1th higher scores indlcating 
more favorable levels of farrnly adjustment than lower or moderate 
scores. 
An 1ncreas1ng number of research studl.es may be found that are 
based on a farrnly systems perspect1ve and ut1l1ze e1ther one or both of 
the cohes1on and adaptab11ity measures. In a hterature rev1ew, 
Openshaw and Thomas {1986) establ1shed that adolescents develop posit1ve 
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self-esteem 1n f~l1es where (a) they rece1ve the love and support of 
both parents; (b) the type of d1sc1pl1ne used reflects a bel1ef 1n the 
adolescent's ab1lity to dete~ne hls or her l1fe course; and (c) 
cammun1cat1on is direct, clear, spec1f1c, and honest. In other words, 
f~l1es that promote healthy funct1oning 1n adolescents are cohes1ve, 
adaptable, and cammun1cate effect1vely (Openshaw & Thomas, 1986). 
In a study of stress and levels of cohes1on and adaptabihty 1n 
f~l1es w1th adolescents, Olson et al. (1989} obta1ned percept1ons from 
three f~ly members (mother, father, and adolescent) of f~ly cohes1on 
and adaptab1hty to detenm.ne levels of f~ly stress. The flndlngs 
1ndlcated that low stress f~hes tended to be balanced, to have 
opt1mal levels of cohes1on and adaptabil1ty. Low stress f~l1es relied 
more heavlly on mantal strengths, showed good parent-adolescent 
carnmun1cat1on, and worked toward resolving stress rather than wa1ting 
unt1l things 1mproved. Parents also tended to express sat1sfact1on w1th 
the1r mar1tal relat1onshlp and qual1ty of l1fe. Four var1ables that 
reflected mar1tal strengths and were 1dent1fied as cr1t1cal 1n 
dlsbngu1shlng between hlgh and low stress f~hes were f~ly and 
fr1ends, sex, f1nances, and personal1ty. 
These concepts have proven useful 1n studles of alternate farrnly 
forms such as s1ngle parent and remarr1ed f~l1es. For example, f~ly 
cohes1on, conflict, f~ly organ1zat1on, and cammun1cat1on styles and 
the adJustment of family members from dlvorced hares were the focus of 
the study by Elwood and Stolberg (1991). AdJustment of the custodlal 
parents and chlld were found to be related to hlgh cohes1on and 
democrat1c f~ly style, while members of farrnlies character1zed by a 
la1ssez-fa1re style and high conflict showed signif1cantly poorer 
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adJustment. Another farrnly systems analys1s was that of Kanoy, 
Ctmru.ngham, Whlte, and Adams (1984) who 1nvest1gated the 
1nterrelationshlps between patterns of farrnly 1nteract1on and the well-
belng of children from both intact and d1vo~ced homes. The results 
provided addit1onal support for earl1er ev1dence that farrnly 
relationship var1ables are better pred1ctors of chlldren's behav1or than 
parental marital status (Hess & camara, 1979), and that parental 
interact1on and well-being are key factors 1n children's post-d1vorce 
adjustment (Pett, 1982; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). 
Conclus1on 
Meyer (1980) ,observed that any penod of an 1ndiV1dual 's llfe must 
be evaluated from the perspective of hls or her ent1re l1fe cycle. By 
the t1me a person leaves adolescence and enters the phase of life known 
as adulthood, many factors have co1ncided to 1nf 1 uence who the person 1s 
and what he or she may becane. No y01.mg adult had any cho1ce in 
parents, or social class, or many of the experiences that contnbuted to 
the k1nd of person he or she becanes. For most young adults 1 t may be 
said that the stor1es of their l1ves were to a great extent wr1tten for 
them. Young adulthood 1s the t1me of life young people beg1n to wr1te 
the1r own stor1es through the choices and dec1s1ons they make at that 
crit1cal time. Ironically, even these cho1ces and dec1s1ons are often 
constra1ned by the past. 
The challenge for those who care about children 1s to learn more 
about what they need so that the stones each generation wntes may be 
better than those of the past. This must be what family research 1s all 
about. 
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The lu.gh rate of d~vorce dunng the last half of tlu.s century and 
the fa1rly well-established fact that adult children of d~vorce are more 
likely to divorce (Gl~ck, 1988; Glenn & Kramer, 1985; Greenberg & Nay, 
1982; Mueller & Pope, 1977; Pope & Mueller, 1976} have ra~sed concern 
for the well-be~ng of young adults, espec~ally the~r ab~l1ty to 
establish and ma1nta1n close relatJ.onslu.ps, and 1nsp1red tlu.s carment: 
"the 1ncrease 1n the proportion of adults who are children of d1vorce in 
the next few decades will lead, in the absence of countervailing 
1nfluences, to a steady and non-tr1v~al decline in the overall level of 
well-belng of the Amencan adult populatJ.on" (Glenn & Kramer, 1985, p. 
911). Little research has been done concerning the factors that 
contribute to 1nterpersonal relationship quality 1n young adults. The 
present research was 1ntended to be exploratory and to suggest 
direct1ons for future research. 
It was not intended that this literature rev1ew would be 
camprehens1ve. Rather, 1t represents a selection fran a vast body of 
literature 1n the fonn of research articles and theoret1cal wr1t1ngs 
1 
related to the variables that were cons1dered. An effort was made to 
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include current res~rch as well as semdnal wr1t1ngs from earlier 





Thl.s study examined pred1ctors of the level of 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1p qual1ty of young adults. Predictor variables of pr1mary 
1nterest were personal, interpersonal, and farrnly var1ables that were 
1dentlhed through a search of the llterature as related to 
interpersonal relat1anship qual1ty. In addit1on, two demographic 
vanabl es, gender of subJect and parents' man tal status, were also 
1ncluded as pred1ctor var1ables. Therefore, the pred1ctor var1ables 
used in this study to predict the cr1ter1on var1able of 1nterpersanal 
relationship quality of young adults were the subJects' percept1ans of 
self-esteem, tra1t anx1ety, state anx1ety, confl1ct management skills, 
relat1anship w1th father, relat1ansh1p w1th mother, perceptions of the 
parental relat1onsh1p, parents' use of reason1ng, parents' use of 
threats, parents' use of v1olence, farrnly cohes1on, farrnly adaptab1l1ty, 
parents' man tal status, and gender of the subJect. 
The research method was a cross-sect1onal correlat1anal des1gn 
us1ng mult1ple regress1on analys1s to predict a criter1on var1able fr~ 
a set of predictor var1ables. Data was collected at one po1nt 1n t1me 
through the use of a questlonnaire. Thl.s research method was chosen 
because the goal of the research was to dete~ne relatiansh1ps among 
preex1st1ng variables wh1ch could not be controlled or man1pulated 
(Spector, 1981). Isaac and Michael (1981) observed that correlat1anal 
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research 1s appropr1ate where var1ables are very complex and do not lend 
themselves to the exper1mental method and controlled ~pulat1on. 
Further, the fact that relat1onal patterns are often arb1trary and 
amb1guous 1s a hnu.tahon of tlus type of research. 
Kerl1nger (1986) described multiple regress1on analys1s as an 
effic1ent and powerful tool for testing hypotheses and mak1ng 1nferences 
concern1ng the complex phenomena of soc1al sc1ence research. This 
method of analys1s prov1des 1nforrnat1on concern1ng the relat1ve 
1nf 1 uence of each independent vanabl e on the dependent vanabl e, as 
well as the1r canb1ned 1nfluence. Kerhnger warned, however, that 
multivariate analys1s may be d1fficult to use and to interpret, based 
not only on the complex1ty of the method, but more so because of the 
complex nature of behav1oral sc1ence phenomena. 
Sample and Procedure 
Subjects for this purposive, non-randam.zed study were recrw.ted 
from the fall and spr1ng enrollments of the course entitled Human 
Develot:ment 1n the Family (FRCD 2113) 1n the Department of Fanuly 
Relahons and Cluld Development of Oklahana State Univers1ty. In each 
of the two semesters, students 1n FRCD 2113 met ti:uce weekly in large 
groups of approx1mately 250 students for a lecture format. In add1tion, 
students attended one of n1ne smaller d1scuss1on groups for one hour 
each week. These groups each consisted of 20 , to 30 students. 
Data was collected us1ng a sel £-report survey 1nstrument. These 
quest1onna1res were distr1buted to each of the d1scuss1on groups dur1ng 
the last week of the fall semester and the second week of the spr1ng 
semester. T1me requ1red to canplete the 1nstrument ranged from 
approx1mately 20 to 60 nu.nutes. A cover letter accompanying the 
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quest1onna1re (see Append1x H) descr1bed the nature of the research 
pro)ect and assured subJects of the canf1dent1al1ty of the1r responses. 
Students were cautioned to refra1n from wr1t1ng the1r names or other 
1dent1fy1ng 1nformat1on on the quest1onna1res. Follow1ng camplet1on, 
quest1onna1res were collected randanly. Although the 1nchv1dual 
1nstruments were numbered for coding and analys1s, there was no way of 
hnJnng the number w1th the identity of the subJect. SubJects were also 
1nformed that part1c1pat1an 1n the project was voluntary and that there 
was no penalty 1f they did not choose to part1c1pate. Fran the fall 
enrollment of 254 students, 211 {83%) agreed to complete the 
quest1onna1res, and from the spr1ng enrollment of 241 students, 210 
{87%) part1c1pated. From the total of 421 questionna1res that were 
completed, a f1nal sample of 356 students {84%) was selected who were 
between the ages of 18 and 24, and who had spec1hed parental marital 
status as married, separated, or chvorced. 
The sample cons1sted of 85% females (n = 303), and 14% males (n = 
50), w1th a mean age of 19.97. Three subjects d1d not 1nd1cate gender. 
A ma)or1ty, 89%, were Caucas1an (n = 317), w1th Nat1ve Amer1can 5% (n = 
17), and Afncan Amer1can 3% (n = 12) as the next largest groups, and 
other 3% (n = 10). Rel1g1ous preference was 1ndicated as Protestant 73% 
(n = 260), Catholic 15% (n =54), Jewish .3% (n = 1), and 11% other (n = 
41). Slxty-four percent (n = 227) descr1bed themselves as moderately 
religious, 18% (n = 66} as very rel1g1ous, 17% (n = 61) as not very 
relig1ous, and .6% (n = 2) as not rel1g1ous at all. CUrrent 
relationship status was reported as 91% s1ngle (n = 323), 3% married 
(n = 12}, .3% prev1ously marr1ed (n = 1), and 6% engaged (n = 20}. 
Fifty-e1ght percent (n = 206) reported currently be1ng 1n a steady 
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relat1.onsh1p, but thls f1gure 1.s not exact as same subJects reported 1n 
more than one category (e.g. , engaged and go1ng steady) . 
Responses concern1.ng parental mar1tal status 1.nd1.cated that 66% 
(n = 235) of the parents' marr1ages were 1.ntact, and 34% (n = 121) were 
d1. vorced or separated. Fanu 1 y 1ncame was estlmated by 85% as moderate 
to moderately high (n = 302), hlgh 8% (n = 30), moderately low to low 6% 
(n = 23). A ma]or1.ty of both parents were employed. Of the fathers, 
93% were employed (n = 332), .8% were unemployed (n = 3), 2.5% were 
ret1red (n = 9), and 3.4% (n = 12) were deceased or not reported. The 
mothers were reported as 79% employed (n = 277), 21% not employed (n = 
74), .6% ret1.red (n = 2), and .8% (n = 3) e1.ther deceased or not 
reported (see Table 7). 
Insert Table 7 about here 
Based on Duncan's Rev1sed Soc1oeconarrnc Index of Occupational Status 
(Feathennan & Stevens, 1982), 69% of fathers (n = 227) were class1fied 
as profess1onal/techn1cal or managers/a~nistrators, and 54% of mothers 
(n = 147) were 1n these categor1es. In addition, 10% of fathers (n = 
33) and 8% of mothers (n = 23) were 1n sales; 2% of fathers (n = 7) and 
26% of mothers (n = 71) were l1sted as cler1cal workers. Among the 
fathers, 14% (n = 45) were class1f1ed as craftsmenjoperat1ves/laborers, 
but only 3% (n = 8) of mothers were in these categones. Three percent 
(n = 10) of fathers were class1fied as fanmers and fann managers and 3% 
(n = 9) were serv1.ce workers compared w1th .4% (n = 1) mothers listed as 
fanmer, and 9% (n = 24) mothers as service workers. The serv1ce 
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category 1ncluded law enforcement personnel as well as occupatJ.ons such 
as waJ.ter and )anJ.tor (see Table 8). 
Insert Table 8 about here 
Measurement 
The survey instrument consisted of prevJ.ously estabhshed 
1nstruments or mod1f1catJ.ons of established 1nstruments (see Table 9). 
Insert Table 9 about here 
A standard fact sheet was constructed to collect demographic 1nformat1on 
(see AppendJ.x G). Permission was obta1ned to use and/or revJ.se the 
1nstruments from authors or copyr1ght holders when th1s was approprJ.ate 
(see AppendJ.x H). Six graduate students canpleted the questJ.onna1re to 
dete~ne the time required and to evaluate the clar1ty of the 
J.nstructJ.ons and the wordl.ng of the 1 terns before it was adnumstered. 
The Interpersonal RelatJ.onship Scale (IRS). 
The Interpersonal RelatJ.onship Scale (Guerney, 1977; Schle1n, 
1971) was a 52-item scale developed to assess trust and 1nt1macy 1n the 
close J.nterpersonal relatJ.onshl.ps of datJ.ng/premarJ.tal couples. The 
onginal 1nstruct1ons for the scale were: "Thl.s l.S a quest1onna1re to 
dete~ne the att1tudes and feelings you have 1n your relat1onshl.p w1th 
your partner. We are 1nterested in the relat1onshl.p as J.t 1s, not in 
the way you think 1t should be. Please answer the statements by g1v1ng 
as true a p1cture of your own feel1ngs and bel1efs as poss1bl e." In 
order to apply to respondents who were not currently 1n a close 
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relationshlp, as well as to those who were, the 1nstruct1ons were 
mcxhhed as follows: "As you respond to the follow1ng statements, thlnk 
about a close relat1onshlp you are currently 1nvolved 1n, or an 
1mportant close relat1onshlp you have been 1n 1n the past. Please 
answer the statements by g1v1ng as true a p1cture of your feel1ngs and 
bel1efs as they are now, or were when you were 1nvolved in the prev1ous 
relatlonshlp, not the way you thlnk 1t should be, or should have been." 
The IRS was developed by Schle1n (1971), 1n collaboration w1th 
Guerney and Stover, for use 1n a research proJect des1gned to evaluate 
the effect1veness of a relat1onship enhancement program for 
dahng/premari tal couples, PRIMES (Program for Rei ationshlp Improvement 
by Max1rrnz1ng Empathy and Self-Dlsclosure) (Guerney, 1977; Schle1n, 
1971). The scale was constructed from an or1g1nal pool of 106 items 
that reflected the constructs of trust and 1nhmacy. A panel of 28 
Judges w1th expert1se 1n the f1eld of human relat1onships rated each 
1tem accordlng to 1ts capac1ty to measure the two constructs. Through a 
process of rev1s1on and el1rrunat1on, the number was reduced to 52 1tems. 
All 1tems were descr1bed as deal1ng spec1f1cally w1th trust and 1ntimacy 
as they appl1ed to dating/premarital relat1onshlps. 
The 1tems were measured on a 5-polnt Llkert-type scale from 1 = 
"strongly agree" to 5 = "strongly dlsagree." Sample 1tems were, "In our 
relat1onslup I am caut1ous and play 1t safe," and "I can express strong, 
deep feelings to my partner." Scores ranged from 52 to 260 w1th hlgh 
scores 1ndlcat1ng hlgher qual1ty relat1onshlps. A prev1ously 
establ1shed two-month test-retest rel1ab1l1ty was reported at .92 and 
concurrent val1dlty correlat1ons ranged from .55 to .79 (Guer.ney, 1977). 
A Cronbach coeff1c1ent alpha based on the present data was .95. 
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Construct and concurrent valid~ty were also established. These 
procedures and the results are descr~bed ~n deta~l 1n Manuscr1pt II of 
this d1ssertat1on. 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE). 
Self-esteem was measured us~ng the Guttman fonmat Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1979). 'Based on responses to 10 1tems that 
deal w~th "a general favorable or unfavorable global self-athtude" 
(Rosenberg, 1979), a set of s1x scales result1ng ~n a single score was 
used. Guttman scales typ~cally cons1st of a relat~vely small number of 
' 
1 terns that measure a UI11d1mens1onal concept, like self-esteem, and are 
constructed ~n such a ~ay that a subject's answer1ng pattern can be 
pred1cted from the total score (Isaac & ~chael, 1981; Kerlinger, 1986). 
Scale 1tem I of the RSE was contr1ved from the combined responses to 
i terns 3, 7, and 9; seale ~ tem I I was based on canb~ned responses to 
1terns 4 and 5; scale ~terns III, IV, and V were based on responses to 
1 terns 1, 8, and 10; and seale item VI was based on canbined responses to 
items 2 and 6 (Rosenberg, 1979). Sanple 1tems were, "On the whole, I am 
sahsbed w1th myself," and "I certainly feel useless at hmes." 
SubJects were asked to strongly agree, agree, d1sagree, or strongly 
d1sagree w1th each 1tem. Scores ranged from 0 to 6 w1th lower scores 
1ndicat1ng h1gher self-esteem. Rosenberg (1979) reported a coeff1c1ent 
of reproduct1b1l1ty of ,.92, a coeff1c1ent of scalab1l1ty of .72, and 
test-retest rel1ab1l1t1es of .85 and .88. Construct, convergent, and 
d1scr1~nant validit1es were also prev1ously established. 
The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI). 
The State-Tra1t Anx1ety Inventory (8pe1lberger, Gorsuch, & 
Lushene, 1970) was comprised of two separate 20-item scales that 
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measured two dist1nct anx1ety concepts, state anx1ety (SA) and tra1t 
anX1ety (TA). State anx1ety was deflned as a trans1 tory emotlonal state 
"charactenzed by sub)ectlve, consc1ously perce1ved feehngs of tens1on 
and apprehens1on, and he1ghtened autonam.c nervous system achv1ty" 
(Spe1lberger et al., 1970, p.3) that occurs 1n response to a spec1f1c 
st1mulus; and tra1t anx1ety was conceptualized as a global, relat1vely 
stable character1st1c. 
Pe~ss1on was obta1ned from the publ1sher to modUfy the 
1nstruct1ons for the state scale (see Append1x H). The or1g1nal 
1nstructions reqw.red the subJect to respond 1n terms of the1r feellngs 
at a particular manent 1n tlme. In order to measure anx1ety associated 
w1th close c~tted relat1onsh1ps, the 1nstructions were modif1ed as 
follows: "As you respond to the follow1ng statements, th1nk about a 
c~tted interpersonal relat1onsh1p that you are currently 1nvolved 1n, 
or a close relat1onsh1p 1n the past. If you have never been 1n a 
camutted 1ntirrate relat1onsh1p, consider a close friendsh1p. Please 
answer the statements by giv1ng as true a p1cture of your feel1ngs and 
bel1efs as they are now, or were when you were 1nvolved 1n the prev1ous 
relatlonsh1p, not the way you thing 1t should be, or should have been." 
Pe~ss1on was also obta1nE¥1 from the publisher to include the 
following three sample items (see Appendix H): 1tems 1ndicat1ng the 
absence of anx1ety: "I feel calm," and "I feel secure," and to 1ndlcate 
the presence of anx1ety: "I am tense." The four response categones for 
the tra1t scale were, 1 = "almost never," 2 = "sanet1mes," 3 = "often," 
and 4 = "almost always"; and the state scale responses were, 1 = "not at 
all," 2 = "sarewhat," 3 = ''m:xierately so," and 4 ="very much so." 
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Scores ranged from 20 to 80, w1th h1gher scores 1nd1cat1ng hlgher levels 
of anx1ety. 
Prev1ously establ1shed test-retest rel1ab111t1es for the tra1t 
scale were relat1vely hlgh, .73 (104) days to .86 (20 days). Because 
the state scale reflected the 1nfluence of s1tuat1onal factors, test-
retest rehab1lltles were relatlvely low, ,.16 to .54. Internal 
cons1stency rel1ab1l1ty coeffic1ents for the state scale ranged from .83 
to .92, and 1nternal rel1abil1ty of the tra1t s~ale was reported as 
equally hlgh. In additlon, concurrent valld1ty was establlshed for both 
scales (Spe1lberger et al., 1970). Internal cons1stency rel1ab1l1ty 
coeff1c1ents based on the present sample were .91 for tra1t anxiety and 
.94 for state anx1ety. 
Conflict Resolut1on Scale (CR). 
The conflict management sk1lls of young adults 1n close 
1nterpersanal relat1onshlps were measured us1ng the confl1ct resolut1on 
subscale of PREPARE (Fournier, Olson, & Druckrran, 1982), an 1nventory 
des1gned to assess personal and ielationshlp 1ssues for couples who 
planned to marry. Pemu.ss1on to use this scale was obta1ned from the 
flrst author. Although the scale was des1gned for engaged couples, the 
1 terns measured the way conf bet was handled by the 1ndi v1dual in a 
relationship and was therefore considered appropr1ate for use 1n the 
present 1nvestlgatlon. The ong1nal 1nstruct1ons applied to engaged 
couples. Instruct1ons were altered for thls study by asking that 
subjects thlnk of a close relat1onshlp they were presently 1nvolved in 
or a past close relat1onship as they responded to each statement. 
The subscale (CR) cons1sted of ten 1.tems designed to measure the 
way ind1vl.duals handled conflict and resolved d1fferences 1n close 
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relatl.onslups. Saill;>le 1tems were, "In order to end an argument, I 
usually g1ve 1n, '" and ''When we are hav1ng a problem, I can always tell 
my partner what 1s bother1ng me." The 1tems were rated on a 5-polnt 
Llkert-type scale from 1 = "agree strongly" to 5 = "d1sagree strongly." 
Scores ranged from 10 to 50, and ~lugher scores 1ndlcated lugher levels 
of conflict management sk1lls. Prev1ouily establ1shed rel1ab1l1ty 
coeff1c1ents for tlus scale were Cronbach's alpha= .72, and test-retest 
= .76 (Fourn1er, Olson, & Druckman, 1982). Cronbach's coeffic1ent alpha 
1nternal cons1stency rel1ab1lity based on the present study was .77. 
Parent-Ch1ld Relat1onslup Survey. 
The Parent-Cluld RelatJ.onslup Survey (Fine, Moreland, & Schwebel, 
1983) cans1sted of two separate 24-item scales des1gned to assess 
adults' (over age 18) percept1ons of the1r relat1onslup w1th mother (RM) 
and w1th father (RF). The original 1nstructions for the two scales 
requested Sl.IIply that the subJect canplete the questions about the1r 
fathers or mothers. The follow1ng 1ntroductory statement was added: 
"The 1tems 1n tlus sectlon ask about your relationslup w1th each of your 
b1ological parents. If you are adopted, cons1der your adopt1ve parents 
in answering these 1tems. If a b1olog1cal parent has been absent most 
of your life, and a stepparent has taken his/her place, cons1der these 
parents as you answer." 
The scales were developed for use 1n a research project conducted 
by the authors on the long-term effects of divorce on college students' 
relationships w1th the1r parents. The relat1onslup dimens1ons assessed 
by these scales were trust, closeness, role clar1ty, perceptual 
accuracy, anger, commun1catlan, respect, and the influence the parent 
has 1n the subject's life. Saill;)le 1tems were ''How much time do you feel 
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you spend w1th your father (mother)?" and ''How confident are you that 
your mother (father) would help you when you have a problem?" Items 
were measured on a 7-polnt summated scale, and response cho1ces var1ed 
accord1ng to the word1ng of the quest1on. For example, response cho1ces 
for the flrst sample 1tern ranged from "1 = almost none" to "7 = a great 
deal," and for the second sample 1tern, "1 =not at all," to "7 = 
extremely." The range of scores for each scale was 24 to 168, w1th 
hlgher scores represent1ng more pos1t1ve relat1onshlps. Face valid1ty 
was reported, as well as 1nternal cons1stency rel1ab111t1es of .94 for 
the mother scale and .96 for the father scale (Fine et al., 1983). 
Cronbach's coeff1c1ent alpha for the present study was .94 for the 
mother scale and .97 for the father scale. 
The Qual1ty of Coparental Cammunicat1on. 
The perce1ved qual1ty of the parental relat1onshlp was measured by 
a mod1f1ed vers1on of the Qual1ty of Coparental Commun1cat1on Scale 
(Ahrens, 1983) , an 1nstrument des1gned to measure a general 1 evel of 
conflict, support, and cammun1cat1on 1n the coparental relat1onshlps of 
d1vorced couples. The ong1nal 1nstrument cons1sted of two subscales, 
one address1ng conflict (four 1tems), and the other address1ng support 
1ssues (six 1tems). Pe~ss1on to rev1se the 1nstrument to meet the 
needs of the present study was obta1ned from the author. Because the 
scale (PR) was 1ntended to measure the chlld's perceptlon of the 
relationsh1p between parents 1n 1ntact as well as separated or divorced 
mar1tal relat1onshlps, 1tems were elirrnnated that appl1ed only to a 
d1vorced s1tuat1on, and the rema1n1ng 1tems were reworded to obta1n the 
subject's perceptlons. For example, the 1tem, ''When you and your former 
spouse d1scuss parentlng 1ssues, how often does an argunent result?", 
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was changed to ''When your parents d~scuss parenting ~ssues 1 how often 
does an argument result?" The resul hng 7 -~tern seale was measured on a 
5-p01nt L~kert-type response scale which ranged frcm 1 = "always" to 
5 = "never." Scores ranged frcm 7 to 35 1 and ~terns were re-ceded 1n the 
analys~s ~n order for hlgher scores to reflect more pos~t~ve parental 
relat1onshlps. Internal cons~stency rel1ab~l1t1es for the or1ginal two 
scales were .74 to .88 (Grotevant & Carlson, 1989). Cronbach's alpha 
~nternal cons1stency reliab1lity based on the modif1ed vers~on used 1n 
the present study was .86. 
Confl1ct Tact~cs Scale (CTS). 
Percept~ons of spec~f~c styles of parental confl~ct were measured 
by the Confl1ct Tact1cs Scale (Straus, 1979). The 1nstruct1ons for the 
CTS requested that the subJect respond about parental disagreements that 
occurred dunng the past year. The 1nstruchons for the present study 
asked the subject to respond concern1ng the last year they l~ved at 
home. The CTS measured the 'use of three modes of deal1ng w1 th farm.l y 
confl~ct: (a) the reason1ng scale whlch tapped the use of rat~onal 
d1scuss1on, argument, and reason1ng; (b) the verbal aggress1on scale 
which assessed the use of verbal and non-verbal acts whlch symbolically 
hurt another, or the use of threats; and (c) the v1olence scale whlch 
assessed the use of phys1cal force. Th2s study ut1l1zed the Father-
Mother Confl1ct Resolut~on vers1on of Focn A, a self-report 1nstrument 
composed of a child's percept~on of 15 poss1ble parental responses to 
confl1ct. For scor1ng purposes the three modes of confl1ct tact1cs were 
treated as three separate scales: Parents' use of reason1ng (PUR) 
cons1sted of the first four items, parents use of threats (PUT) 
cons1sted of i terns 5 through 9, and parents' use of violence ( POV) 
cons1sted of 1tems 10 through 15. Examples of 1tems from each of the 
scales were: parents' use of reason, "tned to chscuss the 1ssue 
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rei ah vel y calmly"; parents' use of threats, "yelled and/ or 1nsul ted"; 
and parents' use of v1olence, "threw sanetmng at the other person." 
The 1tems were rated on a 6-po1nt Likert-type scale ranging from 0 = 
"never" to 5 = ''more than once a month." The range of scores for PUR 
was 0 to 40, w1th mgher scores 1nd1cat1ng more frequent use of 
reasomng. The range of scores for PUT was 0 to SO, and for POV was 0 
to 60. H1gher scores on these scales 1nd1cated more frequent use of 
threats or of violence to resolve parental confl1ct. Concurrent and 
construct valid1t1es were establ1shed and internal consistency 
rel1ab1l1ties for Form A were reported rang1ng fram .44 to .91 (Straus, 
1979). Cronbach's coeffic1ent alpha based on the present data was .78 
for parents' use of reason1ng, .89 for parents' use of threats, and .94 
for parents' use of v1olence. 
~ly Adaptab1lity and Cohes1on Scale III (FACES III). 
The two chmens1ons of fanu.ly functioning (Le., cohes1on and 
adaptab1hty) were measured us1ng the "real" form of FACES III (Olson, 
Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979). The "real" form assessed how family members 
perce1ved the1r fanu.ly to be at the present hme, as opposed to the 
"ideal" form wmch measured how they would like 1t to be. The ong1nal 
1nstruchons for FACES I I I were: "The fall ow1ng statements descnbe 
common fanu.ly s1tuat1ons. Please place the number (1-5) that you 
beheve best descnbes your family as you see 1t now." The 1nstruchons 
were mod1fied as follows: 
Think about the fanu.ly 1n which you grew up, espec1ally 
during the years you were 1n high school. If you lived in 
more than one type of f~ly s1tuat1on dur1ng that t1me, for 
example, 1f your parents were d1vorced and you l1ved w1th 
your mother part of the t1me and your father part of the 
tune, thlnk of the fanu.ly s1tuat1on 1n whlch you spent the 
most tlme, or the one you feel was the most 1rrportant dunng 
those years. Dec1de for each statement bel ow how often the 
situat1on occurred 1n your fanu.ly. 
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The 20-1tem self-report 1nstrunent was based on the c1rcunplex 
model of fanu.ly systems. FACES III 1s currently cons1dered a linear 
measure w1th hlgh scores represent1ng balanced function1ng 1n the areas 
of cohes1on and adaptab1lity, and low scores represent1ng extreme types 
or unbalanced levels of f~ly funct1on1ng (Olson, 1991). F~ly 
cohesion was def1ned as the degree of emot1onal band1ng among fanu.ly 
members. Adaptabil1ty referred to the ability of a fanu.ly system to 
change 1ts power structure, role relat1onsh1ps and rules 1n response to 
stress and change (Olson et al., 1979). 
The twenty 1tems were measured on a S-po1nt L1kert-type scale 
rang1ng fran 1 = "almost never" to 5 = "almost always." A sample 
quest1on fran the cohes1on subscale was ''We llke to do tlungs w1th JUSt 
our mmechate farmly," and fran the adaptabihty subscale, "Children 
have a say 1n their d1sc1pline." For purposes ~f sconng and analys1s, 
the two subscales were treated as two separate scales, fanu.ly cohes1on 
(FAMC} and fanu.ly adaptab1llty (FAMA}. The range of scores for each of 
the scales was 10 to 50, w1th hlgher scores 1ndicat1ng hlgher 
functlomng on the two d1mens1ons. Construct validity was established. 
Prev1ously established test-retest reliability over a 4-week per1od was 
.83, and 1nternal cons1stency reliab1lities were .77 for cohesion and 
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62 for adaptab1l1ty (Grotevant & Carlson, 1989). Internal cons1stency 
rel1abil1ty coeff1c1ents based on the present study were f~ly cohes1on 
.91 and f~ly adaptab1l1ty .76. 
Research Hypotheses 
The follow1ng research hypotheses were tested: 
1. The young adult's 1 evel of self-esteem (RSE measure) was 
pred1cted to be pos1t1vely related to 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p quality 
( IRS measure) . 
2. The young adult's level of state anx1ety (SA measure) and tra1t 
annety (TA measure) were pred1cted to be negatlvely related to 
1nterpersonal relatlonship quality (IRS measure). 
3. The young adult's conflict management skills (CR measure) was 
pred1cted to be pos1t1vely related to 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty 
( IRS measure) . 
4. The young adult's percept1ons of relat1onsh1p w1th father (RF 
measure) and relatlonship w1th roother (RM measure) were pred1cted to be 
pos1t1vely related to 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p quality (IRS measure). 
5. The young adult's perceptions of the parental relat1onship (PR 
measure) was predicted to be pos1tlvely related to 1nterpersonal 
relatlonshlp quahty (IRS measure). 
6. The young adult's perceptions of parents' use of reason1ng (PUR 
measure) was pred1cted to be posit1vely related to 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1p qual1ty (IRS measure). 
7. The young adult's percept1ons of parents' use of threats (POT 
measure) and parents' use of v1olence (PUV measure) were pred1cted to be 
negatlvely related to 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp quahty (IRS measure). 
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8. The young adult's percept1ons of f~ly cohes1on (FAMC measure), 
and f~ly adaptab1l1ty (FAMA measure) were pred1cted to be pos1t1vely 
related to 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty (IRS measure) 
9. Parental mar1tal status was pred1cted to demonstrate a 
relat1onshlp w1th 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty (IRS measure). 
10. The gender of the young adult was pred1cted to demonstrate a 
relat1onsh1p w1th 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p qual1ty (IRS measure). 
Data Analys1s 
Thls sectlon w11l descnbe the steps taken to test the hypotheses. 
The var1ables used 1n thls study were cont1nuous var1ables w1th the 
except1on of two categor1cal var1ables, gender and parental mar1tal 
status. A dunmy vanable for parental man tal status (marned coded 1, 
and separated or d1vorced coded 0) was 1ncluded as a pred1ctor vanable 
1n each regress1on equat1on to test for d1fferences between young adults 
from 1ntact and mantally d1srupted fanuly backgrounds. Smu.larly, 
gender (male coded 1, female coded O) was 1ncluded as a pred1ctor 1n 
each regress1on equat1on to test for gender dlfferences 1n 1nterpersonal 
relat1onshlp qual1ty. 
Frequenc1es, means, and standard dev1atlons were obta1ned for each 
of the demographlc var1ables, 1ndlv1dual scale 1tems, and scale totals. 
To ensure 1nternal cons1stency rel1ab1l1ty and 1n order to compare 
prev1ously establ1shed 1nternal cons1stency rel1ab1l1ty coeff1c1ents 
w1th those based on the data collected for thls study, Cronbach's 
coeffic1ent alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was obta1ned on each of the 
des1gnated scales except RSE. 
L1near1ty 1s a bas1c assumpt1on of the reg~ess1on model (Berry & 
Feldman, 1985; Kerl1nger, 1986). Thls assumpt1on states that for each 
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1ndependent var1able (X1), the amount of change 1n the mean value of the 
dependent var1able (Y) assoc1ated w1th a un1t 1ncrease 1n the 
1ndependent var1able, hold1ng all other 1ndependent var1ables constant, 
1s the same regardless of the level of the 1ndependent var1able (Berry & 
Feldman, 1985). A one-way analys1s of var1ance was conducted on each of 
the 1ndependent var1ables to conf1nn a l1near relat1onsh1p w1th the 
dependent var1able. An ex~nat1on of the data 1nd1cated there were no 
s1gn1f1cant dev1at1ons from the l1near for any pr1mary var1able. 
Further, the matr1x of b1var1ate correlat1ons was ex~ned to 
1dent1fy poss1ble multlcoll1near1ty. Kerl1nger (1986) observed that the 
1deal pred1ct1ve s1tuat1on ex1sts when correlat1ons between the 
1ndependent vanables and the dependent vanables are hlgh, and 
correlat1ans among the 1ndependent var1ables are low. Thls s1tuat1on, 
Kerl1nger cont1nued, reflects the d1ff1culty of 1nterpret1ng the results 
of most regress1on analyses, s1nce 1n much research the 1ndependent 
var1ables are correlated. 
Berry and Feldman (1985) ass.erted that typ1cally mulhcolhneanty 
1s not a problem 1f no correlat1on exceeds some pre-deflned cutoff, 
usually 80. Based on thls 1nformat1on, K ~ .75 was set as an 1nd1cator 
of poss1ble mult1colllnear1ty 1n the present study. Berry and Feldman 
(1985) warned that an appropr1ate cutoff value 1s d1ff1cult to def1ne, 
as a number of factors may contr1bute to the problem, 1nclud1ng sample 
s1ze and the purpose of the analys1s. 
A further ex~nat1on of the b1var1ate correlat1ons 1nd1cated 
relat1vely hlgh correlat1ons between state anx1ety and tra1t anx1ety 
(K = .68), and between self-esteem and tra1t anx1ety (K = .72). In 
order to reduce the poss1b1l1ty of multlcoll1near1ty, and because state 
123 
anx~ety was the var~able of greater ~nterest ~n the present study, tra~t 
anx~ety was dropped from one set of the regress~on analyses. T~s 
analys~s was descr~bed 1n Manuscr~pt I of t~s d~ssertat~on. For the 
purpose of campar~son, deta~ls of a ~erarc~cal mult~ple regress~on 
analys~s ~nclud~ng tra~t anx~ety may be found in Append~x F. 
In step 1 of the f~rst regress~on equat~on, the young adults' 
percept1ons of self-esteem, state anx~ety, confl1ct management sk~lls, 
relat~ons~p w~th father, relat~onshlp w~th mother, the parental 
relat~ons~p, parents' use of reason~ng, threats, and v~olence, f~ly 
cohes~on, and f~ly adaptab~l1ty, and the demograp~c var~ables, 
parental mar~tal status and gender, were entered 1nto the regress~on 
equat~on as ~ndependent var1ables. Interpersonal relat~ons~p qual~ty 
was the dependent var~able. 
In step 2, ~n order to test for poss~ble ~nteract1on between 
mar~tal status and the pr~mary var1ables, 1nteract~on terms cons~st~ng 
of each of the pr~mary cont1nuous var1ables by parental mar~tal status 
were entered 1nto the equat~on along w~th the pr~mary and the 
demograp~c var~ables as ~ndependent var~ables. Interpersonal 
relat~ons~p qual1ty was entered as ~ dependent var1able. The extent to 
w~ch mult~coll~near~ty ex~sted w1t~n the model was ex~ned more 
prec~sely by conduct~ng tolerance tests us~ng the default value of 01 
as the low level for tolerance. 
The or1g~nal 52-~tem Interpersonal Relat~ons~p Scale was used ~n 
thls analys1s. An evaluat~on study of the IRS was descr1bed 1n 
Manuscr~pt II of th~s d~ssertat~on. 
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yes 206 57.86 
no 149 41.85 
not reported 1 . 28 
(some subJects reported lD more than one category, 1.e., engaged and steady relat1onsh1p) 
Rel1g1ous background 
Protestant 260 73.03 
Cathol1c 54' 15.16 
JeWlsh 1 .28 
Other 41 11.52 
How rel1gious 
very 66 18.54 
moderately 227 63.76 
not very 61 17.13 
not at all 2 .56 
Parental mar1tal status 
1ntact 235 66.01 
d1vorced/separated 121 33.99 
FaJIIllf 1ncome 
hlgh 30 8.43 
moderately hlgh 144 40.45 
moderate 158 44.38 
moderately low 17 4.78 
low 6 1.68 





OccupatJ.on Fathers Mothers 
N percent N percent 
profess1onal, tec~cal, 102 30.82 104 37.96 
and kindred workers 
managers and admim- 125 37.76 43 15.69 
strators except faDn 
sales 33 9.97 23 8.39 
clencal & kindred 7 2.11 71 25.91 
workers 
craftsmen & k1ndred 29 8. 76 4 1.46 
workers 
operat1ves except 13 3.93 4 1.46 
transport 
laborers except fann 3 .91 
faDners & faDn managers 10 3.02 1 .36 
serv1ce workers 9 2.72 24 8.76 
Total Eirployed 331 92.98 274 76.97 
Unenployed 3 .84 74 20.79 
RetJ.red 9 2.53 2 .56 
Not Reported 13 3.65 6 1.68 
Grant Totals 356 100.00 356 100.00 
*Based on Dtmcan' s Rev1sed Soc1oeconam.c Index of Occupat1onal Status 
(FeatheDnan & Stevens, 1982) 
Table 9 
IDit[Um~tDli u&~td 10 Pradtscmm gf th~t loStnR~tmgoal Be:laStgo&biR Quallw w Yguog Ad ubi 
vutmles Scale Alpha(ong) Alpha 
(cur! 
Trust and Int1macy lnterpenonal Relalion•htp Scale Ml 95 
(IRS) (Guemey, 1977) 
Ccnfl1ct Resolut1on Conlllct Resolution Subscale of Ml 72 77 
Sk1lls PREPARE 
(Foumter, Olson, lc Druckman, 1982) 
Self Esteem Rosenberg Sell-Esteem Scale 
(Rosenbe~. 19~ 
Tr~11 t Anx1ety Stale-Trail Anxiety Inventory (STAI) Mil 83 to 92 91 
State Anx1ety 
(Spetlberger, Gorusch lc lu•hene, 1970) 
94 
Relat1onsh1p w1th Parer_..Quld Relallonshlp Survey Ml 96 97 
Father 
Relationshlp WLth (Fine, Moreland lc Schwebel, 1988) 94 94 
Met her 
Parents' Qual~~¥ of Cop.,.ntal Communu:allon MS 74 to 88 86 
Relationship (Ahrons lc Goldsmlh,1981) 
Parents' use of Confttct Tactlos Scale (CTS) Ml 44 to 91 78 
reasoning 
Parents' use of (Straus, 1979) 89 
threats 
Parents' use of 94 
v1olence 
Famu y cores1on Family Adaptmility and Coheston Scale Ml 77 91 
Fam1ly adaptabllity Scale Ill (FACES ID) (Olson, 62 76 
Sprenlcle lc RusseU. 1979) 
* variations due to mtssmg values: SO = standard deviation 
Ml = Moddied Instructions, MS .. Modified Scale, Mil - only the Stme Anxiety Soale was moclified 
No No. • Mean 
Hems Cases 
52 340 216 68 
10 352 34 06 
10 352 34 06 
20 351 40 50 
20 351 36 09 
24 347 122 42 
24 352 140 86 
7 341 24 43 
8 336 20 23 
10 340 14 12 
12 341 44 31 
10 350 36 08 
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Append1x D 
Supplemental Analys1s I: Regress1on Analys1s of the Personal 
and Interpersonal Vanables and the Farmly Vanables 
W1th Interpersonal Relat1onshlp Qual1ty 
AnalySlS 
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In the follow1ng two hlerarchlcal mult1ple regress1on equat1ons, 
the personal and 1nterpersonal var1ables and the farmly var1ables were 
entered 1n two separate equat1ons to dete~ne the relat1ve 1nfluence of 
the three types of vanables on 1nterpersonal relatlonsh1p quallty. In 
step one of the f1rst equat1on, self-esteem, trait anx1ety, state 
anx1ety, and confl1ct resolut1on sk1lls and the demographlc variables 
were entered as pred1ctor variables, and 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1p 
qual1ty was the cr1ter1on var1able. In step two, 1nteract1on terms 
cons1st1ng of the personal and 1nterpersonal var1ables by parental 
mar1tal status, and the pr1mary personal, 1nterpersonal, and demographlc 
vanables were entered as pred1ctor vanables, and 1nterpersonal 
relat1onshlp qual1ty as the cr1ter1on var1able. The results of this 
procedure 1nd1cated none of the 1nteract1on te~ ~as s1gn1f1cantly 
related to 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty at the .05 level. A 
tolerance test us1ng the default value of .01 as the low level for 
tolerance was run to test for mult1coll1near1ty. 
In step one of the second equat1on, a s1rrnlar procedure was 
conducted using farmly var1ables, relat1onshlp with father, relat1onshlp 
w1 th 100ther, parents' relat1onshlp, parents' use of reason1ng, parents' 
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use of threats, parents' use of v1olence, f~ly cohes1on, f~ly 
adaptab1l1ty, gender, and parental mar1tal status as pred1ctor 
var1ables, and 1nterpersonal relat1onship qual1ty as the cr1ter1on 
var1able. In step two, 1nteract1on terms cons1st1ng of these f~ly 
var1ables by parental rnar1tal status were entered along w1th the pr1mary 
f~ly and demographic vanables as the predlctor vanables, and 
1nterpersonal relat1onshlp quality as the criter1on var1able. Aga1n, no 
1nteraction terms were sign1f1cantly related to 1nterpersonal 
relat1onshlp quality at the .05 level. A second tolerance test us1ng 
the default value of .01 as the low level of tolerance was run to test 
for multicoll1near1ty. 
Results 
In the f1rst step of the f1rst hlerarchlcal multiple regress1on 
equat1on, the personal, 1nterpersonal, and demographic variables were 
entered as pred1ctor var1ables w1th 1nterpersonal relat1onshlp qual1ty 
as the cr1ter1on var1able. The pred1ctor var1ables accounted for 47% of 
the var1ance 1n the cr1ter1on variable (F = 51.54, B < .0001; see Table 
10). 
Insert Table 10 about here 
Confl1ct resolut1on and state anx1ety were s1gn1f1cant var1ables 1n the 
model (B < .0001), confl1ct resolut1on,hav1ng a pos1t1ve relat1onshlp, 
and state anx1ety hav1ng a negat1ve relat1onshlp w1th 1nterpersonal 
relat1onshlp quality (see Table 10). In the second step, 1n addit1on to 
the personal, 1nterpersonal, and demographic var1ables, 1nteract1on 
terms consist1ng of the personal and 1nterpersonal var1ables by parental 
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mar1tal status were entered 1nto the equation. The pred1ctor var1ables 
1n thls second step accounted for 48% of the var1ance 1n the cr1ter1on 
var1able (f = 32.04, ~ < .0001; see Table 11). 
Insert Table 11 about here 
Confl1ct resolut1on and state anx1ety were aga1n found to be s1gn1f1cant 
(~ < .0001; see Table 11). 
In the f1rst step of the second hlerarchlcal mult1ple regress1on 
equat1an, f~ly and demographlc var1ables were entered as pred1ctor 
var1ables w1th 1nterpersonal relat1onship qual1ty. The pred1ctor 
var1ables in thls step accounted for only 7% of the var1ance 1n the 
cr1ter1on var1able (F = 2.41, ~ < .01; see Table 12). 
Insert Table 12 about here 
Only gender was found to have a s1gn1f1cant relat1onshlp w1th 
1nterpersonal relat1onshlp quality (~ < .05: see Table 12). Farrnly 
cohes1on approached s1gn1f1cance at ~ = .06. The negat1ve beta 
coeff1c1ent for gender 1nd1cated that women's scores were Slgnlflcantly 
related. In the second step of the second equat1on, 1n addlt1on to the 
f~ly and demographlc var1ables, 1nteract1on terms cons1st1ng of the 
cont1nuous f~ly var1ables by parental mar1tal status were entered. 
Thls model accounted for 9% of the var1ance in the criter1on var1able 
(F = 1.81, ~ < .05; see Table 13). 
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Insert Table 13 about here 
In t~s step there was aga1n a s1gn1f1cant relat1ons~p between female 
gender and 1nterpersonal relat1ons~p qual1ty (~ < .05: see Table 13). 
In ne1ther the f1rst or second equat1ons were any of the 1nteract1an 
terms s1gn1ficant var1ables. 
These results 1ndicate that overall the personal var1ables, self-
esteem, state anx1ety, tra1t anx1ety, and the 1nterpersonal var1able, 
confl1ct resolut1on, account for a s1zable portion of the var1ance 1n 
1nterpersonal relat1ons~p quality, and that the f~ly var1ables 
account for a relatively low proport1an of var1ance. Further, w1th the 
exception of a modest relations~p w1th female gender, parental mar1tal 
status had relat1vely l1ttle influence on 1nterpersonal relat1ons~p 
qual1ty of young adults. 
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Table 10 
H1erarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of Personal and Interpersonal 
Var1ables w1th Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Qual1ty: Step 1 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S19 T 
Confl1ct Resolution 0.59**** 1.44 0.17 0.39 8.59 o.oouu 
Self Esteem -0.30**** 0.52 1.13 0.03 0.46 0.64 
Tmt Annety -0.45**** -0.11 0.19 -0.04 -0.56 0.58 
State Annety -0.58**** . -0.94 0.14 -0.37 -6.81 0.00**** 
Parents' mar1tal status 0.10* 2.89 2.36 0.05 1.22 0.22 
Gender -0.12** -3.74 3.24 -0.04 -1.15 0.25 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (B) 0.68 
Mult1ple correlation squared (1~2) 0.47 
f - Value 51.54*** 
*p ~ 0.05; **P ~ 0.01; ***R ~ 0.001; ****p ~ 0.0001 
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Table 11 
Hierarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of Personal and Interpersonal 
Vanabl es and Interact1on Terms w1th Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p 
Quahty: step 2 
Van.able r B SEB Beta T s1g T 
Confhct Resoluhon 0.59**** 1.28 0.30 0.35 4.32 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.30**** 2.20 1.86 0.11 1.18 0.24 
Tmt Anuety -0.45**** -0.47 0.32 -0.16 -1.46 0.14 
State Anuet y -0.58**** -1.17 0.22 -0.46 -5.31 0.00**** 
Parental mantal status 0.10* -39.04 21.10 -0.65 -1.85 0.06 
Gender -0.12** -3.51 3.26 -0.04 -1.08 0.28 
Confhct resoluhon X Parental 0.27**** 0.27 0.36 0.16 0.74 0.46 
Mantal Status 
Self esteem X Parental Mantal -0.14** -2.78 2.33 -0.13 -1.19 0.23 
Status 
Tmt annety X Parental -0.03 0.57 0.40 0.41 1.42 0.16 
Manta! Status 
State annety X Parental -0.11* 0.38 0.28 0.26 1.36 0.17 
Mantal Status 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (B) 0.69 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (B2) 0.48 
f - Value 32.04**** 
*.P ~ 0.05; **.P ~ 0.01; ***.P ~ 0.001; ****.P ~ 0.0001 
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Table 12 
Hierarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of Farrnly Var1ables w1th 
Inte~ersonal Relat1onsh1p Oual1ty: Step 1 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S1g T 
Relat1onsh1p w1th father 0.13** 0.06 0.06 0.07 1.01 0.31 
Relationship w1th mother 0.13** 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.36 0.72 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.13** 0.09 0.37 0.02 0.24 0.81 
Parents' use of reason1ng -0.08 -0.31 0.19 -0.09 -1.60 0.11 
Parents use of threats -0.12* -0.11 0.17 -0.04 -0.62 0.54 
Parents' use of v1olence -0.05 0,15 0,19 0.05 0.79 0.43 
Family cohes1on 0,18**** 0.46 0.25 0.14 1.85 0.06 
Fam.ly adaptab1hty 0.02* -0.17 0.24 -0.04 -0.71 0.48 
Parents' man tal status 0.09* 2.78 3.63 0.05 0.76 0.44 
Gender -0.12* -8.91 4.33 -0.11 -2.06 0.04* 
Multiple Correlation (R) 0.26 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.07 
I - Value 2.41** 
*p ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***p ~ 0.001; ****P ~ 0.0001 
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Table 13 
H1erarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of Farrnly Var1ables and Interact1on 
Terms w1th InterPersonal Relationship Oual1ty: Step 2 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S19 T 
Relat1onsh1p w1th father 0.13** 0.11 0.07 0.14 1.56 0.12 
Relat1onshlp w1th mother 0.13** 0.10 0.13 0.08 0.72 0.47 
Parents' relat1onshlp 0.13** -0.22 0.52 -0.05 -0.44 0.66 
Parents' use of reasoning -0.08 -0.50 0.36 -0.14 -1.36 0.18 
Parents use of threats -0.12* 0.00 0.27 0.00 -0.01 0.99 
Parents' use of nol ence -0.05 0.27 0.27 0.09 0.99 0.32 
Famly cohes1on 0.18**** 0.57 0.38 0.18 1.52 0.13 
Fa11ly adaptab1lity 0.02* 0.45 0.44 0.11 1.02 0.31 
Parents' manta! status 0.09* 40.40 27.33 0.68 1.48 0.14 
Gender -0.12* -8.62 4.44 -0.10 -1.94 0.05* 
Father relahonsh1p X 
Parental Hantal Status 0.13** -0.04 0.12 -0.08 -0.29 0.77 
Mother relahonship X 
Parental Han tal Status 0.11* -0.11 0.17 -0.27 -0.65 0.52 
Parents' relahonsh1p X 
Parental Hantal Status 0.13** 0.44 0.74 0.20 0.59 0.56 
Use of reason10g X 
Parental Manta) Status 0.04 0.28 0.43 0.12 0.64 0.52 
Use of threats X 
Parental Han tal Status -0.06 -0.15 0.36 -o.06 -0.41 0.68 
Use of v1olence X 
Parental Han tal Status -0.08 -0.38 0.39 -0.09 -0.98 0.33 
Famly cohes1on X 
Parental Han tal Status 0.12** -0.26 0.51 -0.17 -0.50 0.61 
Table 13 (Cont1nued) 
Vanable r B SE B 
Fam1ly adaptab1l1ty X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.07 -0.87 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (R) 0.30 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.09 
0.52 
~ - Value 1.81* 
Beta 
-0.40 
*P ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***p ~ 0.001; ****p ~ 0.0001 
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T s1g T 
-1.65 0.10 
AppendJ.x E 
Supplemental AnalysJ.s II: RegressJ.on AnalysJ.s of the 
DimensJ.ons of Interpersonal RelatJ.onshl.p QualJ.ty 
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PrJ.ncJ.pal components factorl.ng WJ.th varJ.max rotation appll.ed to 
the Interpersonal RelatJ.onship Scale (IRS) yJ.elded the Sl.X factors of 
trust, self-dl.sclosure, genUJ.neness, empathy, comfort, and 
carrnuru.catl.on. A descnptl.on of thl.s analysJ.s may be fo1.m.d J.n 
Manuscnpt I I of thl.s dJ.ssertatl.on. Estl.mates of J.nternal consJ.stency 
reliabJ.lJ.ty for the sJ.x subscales us1ng Cronbach's alpha were: trust 
scale, .91; self-dl.sclosure, .86; genUJ.neness, .83; empathy, .77; 
comfort, .72; and cammunJ.catJ.on .71. In order to dete~ne the 
relat1onshl.p between the Sl.X subscales of the IRS and the predl.ctor 
vanables descnbed 1n the methodology sectl.on of thl.s dl.ssertatl.on, s1x 
separate multJ.ple regressJ.on analyses were perfo~ us1ng each of the 
subscales as cntenon vanables. Thl.s Appendl.x w1ll bnefly descnbe 
the results of these analyses. 
In each of the s1x regressJ.on analyses, the personal var1ables, 
(J..e., self-esteem, state anxiety, and traJ.t anxJ.ety), and the 
1nterpersonal var1able (1.e., conflJ.ct resolut1on) and f~ly varJ.ables 
(i.e., relat1onshl.p WJ.th father, relatJ.onship WJ.th mother, parents' 
rel atl.onshl.p, parents' use of reasomng, parents' use of threats, 
parents' use of v1olence, f~ly cohesJ.on, and f~ly adaptabilJ.ty) and 
parental mar1tal status and gender of subJect were entered as predl.ctor 
vanables w1th each of the subscales of IRS as cntenon vanable. In 
the f1rst analys1s, the pred1ctor var1ables accounted for 37% of the 
var1ance 1n the trust factor (F = 13.92, ~ < .0001; see Table 14). 
Insert Table 14 about here 
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Confl1ct resolut1on and state anx1ety were s1gn1ficantly related to 
trust (see Table 14). Spec1f1cally, confl1ct resolut1on y1elded a 
s1gn1ficant pos1t1ve beta coeffic1ent 1n relat1on to trust, wh1le state 
anx1ety ~fested a s1gn1f1cant negat1ve coeff1c1ent (see Table 14). 
In the second regress1on analys1s, the pred1ctor var1ables 
accounted for 32% of the var1ance 1n self-d1sclosure (F = 11.31, B < 
.0001; see Table 15). 
Insert Table 15 about here 
In th1s regress1on equat1on, 1n add1t1on to confl1ct resolut1on and 
state anx1ety, relat1onsh1p w1th mother and f~ly adaptab1l1ty were 
s1gn1f1cantly related to self-d1sclosure. Conflict resolut1on, 
relat1onsh1p w1th mother, and f~ly adaptab1lity resulted 1n 
s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve beta coeffic1ents w1th respect to self-d1sclosure 
(see Table 15). In contrast, state anx1ety rrmufested a s1gn1f1cant 
negat1ve beta (see Table 15). 
In the third regression analys1s, the pred1ctor var1ables 
accounted for 24% of the vanance 1n the cntenon vanable, genmneness 
(F = 7.74, ~ < .0001; see Table 16). 
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Insert Table 16 about here 
Canfl1ct resolut1an man1fested a s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve beta coeffic1ent 
1n relat1on to genU1neness, and state anxiety y1elded a s1gn1f1cant 
negat1ve beta coeffic1ent at a somewhat lower level (see Table 16). In 
add1tian, parents' use of reasomng man.tfested a s1gn1flcant negat1ve 
beta coeff1c1ent (see Table 16), and parents' use of threats yielded a 
s1gmficant pos1t1ve beta coeff1cient 1n relat1on to genU1neness (see 
Table 16). 
In the fourth regress1an analys1s, the pr1mary pred1ctor var1ables 
accounted for 47% of the var1ance 1n the cr1ter1on var1able, empathy 
(F = 21.17, p < .0001; see Table 17). 
Insert Table 17 about here 
In this equat1on, confl1ct resolut1an and state anx1ety were 
s1gmficantly related to empathy. Conflict resolut1on man.tfested a 
s1gmf1cant pos1t1ve beta coeff1c1ent (see Table 17), and anx1ety 
y1elded a s1gmf1cant negat1ve beta w1th respect to empathy (see Table 
17). 
In the f1fth analys1s, the pred1ctor var1ables accounted for 16% 
of the var1ance 1n the comfort factor (F = 4.67, p < .0001; see Table 
18). 
Insert Table 18 about here 
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Confl1ct resolut1on y1elded a s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve beta coeff1c1ent 1n 
relation to comfort. Self-esteem y1elded a pos1t1ve beta coeffic1ent; 
however, due to the way self-esteem was scored, the posit1ve beta 1n 
thls case 1ndlcated that lower self-esteem was related to comfort. 
Addlhonally, state anx1ety maru.fested a strong negat1ve beta 
coeff1c1ent 1n relat1on to comfort (see Table 18}. 
In the s1xth and f1nal regress1on analys1s, the predlctor 
var1ables accounted for 14% of the var1ance 1n the carnmun1cat1on factor 
<r = 3.96, ~ < .0001) (see Table 19). 
Insert Table 19 about here 
State anx1ety was the only predictor var1able 1n thls equat1on to show a 
s1gn1f1cant relationshlp with carnmun1cat1on. State anx1ety y1elded a 
s1gn1ficant negat1ve beta coeff1c1ent (see Table 19). 
Sumna.ry 
The results of these analyses 1ndlcated that the pnmary vanables 
used 1n thls study expla1ned a s1gn1f1cant port1on of the vanance 1n 
each of the s1x factors. The predlctor var1ables accounted for the 
highest proport1on of var1ance 1n empathy (47%), followed by trust 
(37%), self-dlsclosure (32%), genUlneness (24%), comfort (16%), and 
commun1cat1an (14%). State anx1ety had a s1gn1f1cant negat1ve 
relat1onshlp w1th each of the s1x factors of the IRS. Confl1ct 
resolut1on had a s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve relat1onship w1th all the factors 
except carnmun1cat1on; the relat1onsh1p between confl1ct resolut1on and 
comfort was relahvely roodest (~ < .05}. Relahonship w1th mother, and 
f~ly adaptabil1ty were both posit1vely related to self-dlsclosure. 
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Low self-esteem was related to the comfort factor, parents' use of 
reason1ng was negat1vely related to the genU1neness factor, and parents' 
use of threats was pos1t1vely related to genU1neness. 
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Table 14 
Mult1Qle Reqress1on of Pr1mary Var1ables w1th Trust 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S19 T 
Confhct Resoluhon 0.52**** 0.58 0.09 0.34 6.55 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.31**** -0.18 0.58 -0.02 -0.31 0.76 
Tmt Annety -0.43**** -0.12 0.10 -0.09 -1.20 0.23 
State Anuety -0.50**** -0.30 0.07 -0.26 -4.11 0.00**** 
Relat1onshLp w1th father 0.11* 0.03 0.02 0.07 1.22 0.22 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.06 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 -0.48 0.63 
Parents' relatLonshLp 0.06 -OJ8 0.14 -0.08 -1.26 0.21 
Parents' use of reason1nq -0.11* -0.12 0.08 -0.07 -1.52 0.13 
Parents use of threats -OJO* -0.06 0.07 -0.05 -0.93 0.35 
Parents' use of Vlolence -0.02 0.12 0.07 0.09 1.60 0.11 
Fml y cohesLon 0.15** 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.56 0.57 
Fam1ly adaptabLlLty -0.04 -0.05 0.09 -0.03 -0.55 0.58 
Parents • man tal status 0.07 1.29 1.42 0.05 0.91 0.36 
Gender -0.04 0.37 1.71 0.01 0.22 0.83 
Mult1ple Correlat1an on 0.61 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2). 0.37 
F - Value 13.92**** 
*~;! ~ 0.05; **~;! ~ 0.01; ***~;! ~ 0.001; ****P ~ 0.0001 
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Table 15 
Mult1~le Reqress1on of Pr1mary Var1ables w1th Self-D1sclosure 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T s1g T 
Confl1ct Resolut1on 0.43**** 0.34 0.06 0.29 5.37 o.oouu 
Self Esteem -0.22**** 0.17 0.42 0.03 0.41 0.68 
Trut Annety -0.33**** 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.53 0.59 
State Annety -0.48**** -0.30 0.05 -0.37 -5.76 0.00**** 
Relat1onsh1p w1th father 0.10* -5.31 0.02 0.00 -0.04 0.97 
Relahonshlp Wlth mother 0.16** 0.05 0.02 0.13 2.21 0.03* 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.16** 0.13 0.10 0.08 1.23 0.22 
Parents' use of reason1ng 0.00* 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.42 0.68 
Parents use of threats -0.11* -0.02 0.05 -0.03 -0.49 0.63 
Parents' use of v1olence -0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0. 94 0.35 
Family cobes1on 0.17*** -0.12 0.07 -0.12 -1.73 0.08 
Famtly adaptab1l1ty 0.11* 0.18 0.07 0.14 2.65 0.01** 
Parents' manta! status 0.08 0.32 1.01 0.02 0.32 0,75 
Gender -0 .14** -2.26 1.22 -0.08 -1.85 0.06 
Multiple Correlat1on (R) 0.57 
Mult1ple correlat1an squared (R2) 0.32 
l -Value 11.31**** 
*P ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***p ~ 0.001; ****p ~ 0.0001 
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Table 16 
Mult1~le Rearess1on of Pr1rnary Var1ables w1th GenUlneness 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T Sl9 T 
Confl1ct Resolut1on 0.40**** 0.10 0.02 0.29 5.21 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.15** 0.20 0.13 0.11 1.54 0.12 
Tmt Anuety -0.29**** -0.03 0.02 -0.11 -1.37 0.17 
State Anuety -0.36**** -0.04 0.02 -0.17 -2.56 0.01** 
Relat1onsh1p w1th father 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.25 0.80 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.10* 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.83 0.41 
Parents' relat1onshlp 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.50 0.62 
Parents' use of reason1nq -0 .16** -0.06 0.02 -0.17 -3.38 0.00*** 
Parents use of threats 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.14 2.25 0.02* 
Parents' use of no! ence 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.62 0.54 
Famly cohes1on 0.14** 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.54 0.59 
Fam1ly adaptab1l1ty 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.39 0. 70 
Parents' manta! status 0.04 0.10 0.32 0.02 0.32 0.75 
Gender -0 .09* -0.22 0.38 -0.03 -0.57 0.57 
Multiple Correlat1on (B) 0.49 
Multiple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.24 
F - Value 7.74**** 
*P ~ 0.05; **P ~ 0.01; ***p ~ 0.001; ****P ~ 0.0001 
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Table 17 
Mult1~le Reqress1on of Pr1mary Var1ables w1th Empathy 
Van able r B SEB Beta T s1g T 
Confllct Resoluhon 0.63**** 0.30 0.03 0.49 10.28 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.35**** -0,25 0.19 -0.08 -1.31 0.19 
Tmt Anuety -0.46**** -0.03 0.03 -0.07 -0.99 0.32 
State Anuety -0.49**** -0.07 0.02 -0.18 -3.09 0.00** 
Relahonsh1p nth father 0.13** 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.74 0.46 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.12** 0.02 0.01 0.07 1.46 0.14 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.14** 0.00 0.05 -0.01 -0.13 0.90 
Parents' use of reason10g -0.06 -0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.41 0.68 
Parents use of threats -0 .15** -0.03 0.02 -0.07 -1.34 0.18 
Parents' use of nol ence -0.11* 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.91 0.36 
Fam.l y cohes1on 0.14** -0.06 0.03 -0.11 -1.75 0.08 
Fam1ly adaptab1lity -0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.76 0.45 
Parents' manta! status 0.11* 0.49 0.46 0.05 1.06 0.29 
Gender -0 .13** -0.82 0.56 -0.06 -1.47 0.14 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (B) 0.68 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (B2) 0.47 
F - Value 21.17**** 
*~ ~ 0.05; **P ~ 0.01; ***p ~ 0.001; ****P ~ 0.0001 
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Table 18 
Multi~le Reqress1on of Pr1mary Var1ables w1th Comfort 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S1g' T 
Confl1ct Resolut1on 0.22 0.04 ' 0.02 0.12 2.06 0.04* 
Self Esteem 0.00 0.44 0.14 0.23 3.15 0.00** 
rmt Annety -0 .15** -0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0,25 0.80 
State Annety -0.32**** -0.08 0.02 -0.35 -4.91 0.00**** 
Relat1onsh1p w1th father 0.03 1.88 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.97 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mather 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.09 1.48 0.14 
Parents• relat1onsh1p 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.08 1.10 0.27 
Parents • use of reasonmq -0.04 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0.46 0,65 
Parents use of threats -0.04 0.00 0.02 0.01 0,18 0.86 
Parents• use of v1olence 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.86 0.39 
Fam.l y cohes1on 0.06 -0.03 0.02 -0.09 -1.21 0.23 
Fa11ly adaptab1l1ty 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.09 1.60 0.11 
Parents• manta! status 0.02 10,10 0.34 -0.02 -0.29 0.78 
Gender -0.12* 0.56 0.41 -0.07 -1.37 0.17 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (R) 0.40 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.16 
F - Value 4.67**** 
*I? ~ 0 .05; **I? ~ 0.01; ***!? ~ 0.001; ****I?~ 0.0001 
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Table 19 
Mult1~le Reqress1on of Pr1mary Var1ables w1th Carnmun1cat1on 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T S19 T 
Confltct Resolutton 0.20**** 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.90 0.37 
Self Esteem -0.14** 0.07 0.05 0.10 1.32 0.19 
Tmt Amety -0.25**** -0.01 0.01 -0.10 -1.12 0.26 
State Anuet y -0.30**** -0.02 0.01 -0.22 -3.02 0.00** 
Relattonsh1p w1th father 0.16*** 0.00 0.00 0.06 0. 94 0.35 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.17*** 0.00 0.00 0.11 1.74 0.08 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.19**** 0.02 0.01 0.12 1.52 0.13 
Parents' use of reasonmq 0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.61 0.54 
Parents use of threats -0.05 0.01 ' 0.00 0.08 1.21 0.23 
Parents' use of v1olence -0.05 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.31 0.76 
Fam.ly coheston 0 .19**** -0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.13 0.90 
Fam1ly adaptab1l1ty 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.56 0.57 
Parents' mar1tal status 0 .13** 0.09 0.13 0.04 0.69 0.49 
Gender -0.07 -0.13 0.15 -0.04 -0.88 0.38 
Mult1ple Correlat1on on 0.38 
Mult1ple correlatiort squared (R2) 0.14 
f - Value 3.96**** 
*P ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***P ~ 0.001; ****P ~ 0.0001 
Append~x F 
SUpplemental Analys~s III: H~erarch1cal Mult~ple 
Regress~on of the Pr~mary Pred~ctor Var~ables 
Incl~ng Tra~t Anx~ety w~th Interpersonal 
Relat~onsh1p Qual~ty 
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H~erarch1cal mult~ple regress~on was used to est~mate the 
proport~on of the var~ance ~n the cr~ter~on var~able, qual~ty of 
~nterpersonal relat~onsh1ps, that was accounted for by the pr~ctor 
variables: confl~ct resolut~on, self esteem, state anx~ety, tra~t 
anxiety, relat~onship w~th father and w~th mother, the parents' 
relat~onsh1p, the parents' use of reas~ng, threats, and v~olence, 
f~ly cohes~on, f~ly adaptability, respondents' gender, and the 
mar~tal status of the parents. In the f~rst regress~on equat~on, the 
pr~mary ~ndependent var~ables accounted for 47% of the var~ance ~n the 
cr~ter~on variable (f = 20.85, ~ < .0001; see Table 20). 
Insert Table 20 about here 
Confl~ct resolut~on and state anx~ety y~elded s~gn~f~cant beta 
coeffic~ents ~n the model (~ < .0001; see Table 20). Spec~fically, 
confl~ct resolut~on resulted ~n a s~~f~cant pos~tive beta coeff~c~ent 
~n relat~on to ~nterpersonal relat~onsh1p qual~ty, while state ~ety 
yielded a s~~ficant negat~ve relat~onship to ~nterpersonal 
relationsh1p qual~ty. The other var~ables, gender, tra~t anx~ety, 
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f~ly adaptab1l1ty, parental mar1tal status, parents' use of reason1ng, 
relat1onsh1p w1th mother, parents' use of v1olence, relat1onsh1p w1th 
father, parents' use of threats, self esteem, parents' relat1onsh1p and 
f~ly cohes1on were not s1gn1f1cantly related to 1nterpersonal 
relat1onsh1p qual1ty. 
Regress1on equat1on w1th 1nteract1on var1ables 
Because parental mantal status was a vanable of parhcular interest 1n 
th1s study, 1n a second equation, in add1t1on to the pnmary 1ndepend.ent 
vanables, an add1t1onal set of vanables was entered to test for 
poss1ble 1nteract1on between mar1tal status and the pr1mary 1ndependent 
var1ables. A set of 1nteract1on terms was computed by mult1ply1ng 
parental mar1tal status by each of the continuous var1ables 1n the 
or1g1nal model (1.e., confl1ct resolut1on, self esteem, tra1t anx1ety, 
state anx1ety, relat1onship w1th father, relat1onsh1p w1th mother, 
' 
parents' relat1onsh1p, parents' use of reason1ng, threats, and v1olence, 
f~ly cohes1on, and f~ly adaptab1l1ty). Results of the mult1ple 
regress1on analys1s us1ng th1s total set of var1ables 1nd1cated the 
var1ance 1n the dependent var1able 1ncreased from 47% to 49% (r = 12.14, 
p < .0001; see Table 21). 
Insert Table 21 about here 
As 1n the or1g1nal model, confl1ct resolut1on and state anx1ety rema1ned 
s1gn1f1cant var1ables (p = .0001; see Table 21). Tra1t anx1ety was 
found to be s1gn1f1cant 1n th1s equat1on at the p < .05 level. ~ly 
adaptab1l1ty and the tra1t anx1ety 1nteract1on tenn were also 
sign1ficant (p = .05; see Table 21). 
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The t~rd and f1nal equat1on 1n t~s level of hierarc~cal 
analys1s was the mult1ple regress1on of the pr1mary var1ables and the 
one s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on tenn, state anx1ety X parental mar1tal 
status w1th the dependent var1able. The var1ance accounted for 1n t~s 
model was very close to that of the or1g1nal equation, 47% (~ = 19.98, 
p < .0001; see Table 22). 
Insert Table 22 about here 
Confl1ct resolut1on and state anx1ety were s1~f1cant (p < .0001). 
Tra1t anx1ety and the trait anx1ety 1nteract1on tenn were also found to 
be s1~f1cant at the p < .05 level (see Table 22). The extent to w~ch 
mult1collinear1ty ex1sted w1t~n each model was e~ned more prec1sely 
us1ng the default value of .01 as the low level for tolerance. 
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Table 20 
H1erarchical Mult1ple Regress1on of the Pr1mary Pred1ctor 
Var1ables Including Tra1t Anx1ety w1th Interpersonal Relatlonshlp 
Quahty: Step 1 
Van able r B SE B Beta T 819 T 
Confhct Resoluhon 0.59**** 1.45 0.17 0.40 8.42 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.31**** 0.65 1.14 0.03 0.57 0.57 
Tmt Annety -0.46**** -0.21 0.20 -0.07 -1.05 0.30 
State Annety -0.57**** -0.84 0.14 -0.33 -5.84 0.00**** 
Relattonshlp w1th father 0.13** 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.82 0.41 
Relat1onsh1p w1th mother 0.13** 0.08 0.06 0.06 1.24 0.22 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.13** 0.04 0.28 0.01 0.15 0.88 
Parents' use of reason1nq -0.08 -0.16 Q.15 -0.05 -1.10 0.27 
Parents use of threats -0.12* -0.07 0.13 -0.03 -0.53 0.60 
Parents' use of v1olence --0.05 0.23 0.14 0.08 1.62 0.11 
Faml y coheston Q.18**** -0.16 Q.19 -0.05 -0.85 0.40 
Famly adaptabtltty 0.02 0.22 Q.18 0.05 1.19 0.23 
Parents' marttal status 0.09* 2.34 2. 77 0.04 0.84 0.40 
Gender -0.12* -3.66 3.34 -0.04 -1.10. 0.27 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (R) 0.68 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.47 
f - Value 20.85**** 
*~ ~ 0.05; **~ ~ 0.01; ***~ ~ 0.001; ****~ ~ 0.0001 
167 
Table 21 
H1erarch1cal Mult1ple Regress1on of the Pr1mary Pred1ctor Var1ables 
Incl~ng Tra1t Anx1ety and Interact1on Terms w1th Interpersonal 
Relat1onsh1p Oual1ty: Step 2 
Van able r B SE B Beta T S1g T 
Confl1ct Resolut1on 0.59**** 1.27 0.31 0.35 4.11 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.31**** 2.16 1.92 0.11 1.12 0.26 
Tmt Amety -0.46**** -0.73 0.34 -0.26 -2.12 0.04* 
State Annety -0.57**** -0.94 0.24 -0.38 -3.94 0.00**** 
Relat1onsblp 11th father 0.13** 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.14 0.89 
Relat1onsh1p 11th mother 0.13** 0.10 0.10 0.08 1.01 0.31 
Parents' relat1onsh1p 0.13** -0.29 0.40 -0.06 -0.73 0.47 
Parents' use of reason1ng -0.08 -0.22 0.28 -0.06 -0.78 0.44 
Parents use of threats -0.12* 0.14 0.21 0.06 0.66 0.51 
Parents' use of v1olence -0.05 0.12 0.20 0.04 0.58 0.56 
Famly cohes1on 0,18**** -0.13 0.30 -0.04 -0.43 0.66 
Famly adaptab1l1ty 0.02 0:66 0.33 0.16 1.97 0.05* 
Parents' mantal status 0.09* -30.26 33.33 -0.51 -0.91 0.36 
Gender -0.12* -3.17 3.43 -0.04 -0.92 0.36 
Confl1ct resolut1on X 
Parental Har1tal Status 0.26**** 0.24 0.37 0.15 0.66 0.51 
Self Esteem X 
Parental Mantal Status -0.16*** -2.80 2.39 -0.14 -1.17 0.24 
Tmt Annety X 
Parental Mantal Status -0.04 0.83 0.42 0.61 1.96 0.05* 
State Anuety X 
Parental Mantal Status -0.12* 0.14 0.30 0.10 0.48 0.63 
Father Relahonsh1p X 
Parental Mantal Status 0.13** 0.13 0.09 0.30 1.37 0.17 
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Table 21 (Cont1nued) 
Van able r B SEB Beta T S1g T 
Mother Relat1onsh1p X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.11* -0.06 0.13 -0.16 -0.50 0.62 
Parent Relat1onsh1p X 
Parental Manta! Status 0.13** 0.42 0.57 0.19 0.73 0.46 
Use of reason1ng X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.04 0.12 0.33 0.05 0.38 0.70 
Use of threats X 
Parental Har1tal Status -0.06 -0.29 0.27 -0.11 -1.07 0.28 
Use of v1olence X 
Parental Manta! Status -0.08 0.05 0.30 0.01 0.16 0.87 
Famtly Cohes1on X 
Parental Mar1tal Status 0.12** -0.22 0.40 -0.14 -0.54 0.59 
Famtly Adaptab1l1ty X 
Parental Manta! Status 0.07 -0.70 0.40 -0.32 -1.73 0.08 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (R) 0.70 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (R2) 0.49 
F - Value 12.14**** 
*p ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***p ~ 0.001; ****P ~ 0.0001 
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Table 22 
F1nal Mult1ple Regress1on of Or1g1nal Model Includ1ng Tra1t Anx1ety and 
S1gn1hcant Interact1on Tenn w1th Interpersonal Relat1onsh1p Qual1ty: 
Step 3 
Vanable r B SE B Beta T Sig T 
Confltct Resolutton 0.59ttU 1.45 0.17 0.40 8.48 0.00**** 
Self Esteem -0.31**** 0.61 1.13 0.03 0.54 0.59 
Tmt Anuety -0.46**** -0.54 0.25 -0.19 -2.15 0.03* 
State Anuety -0.57**** -0.84 0.14 -0.34 -5.91 0.00**** 
Relattonshlp wtth father 0.13** 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.65 0.52 
Relat1onshlp w1th mother 0.13** 0.07 0.06 0.06 1.15 0.25 
Parents' relattonshlp 0.13tt 0.03 0.28 0.01 0.11 0.92 
Parents' use of reasonmq -0.08 -0.16 0.15 -0.05 ·1.09 0.28 
Parents use of threats -0.12* -0.08 0.13 -0.03 -0.60 0.55 
Parents' use of vtolence -0.05 0.23 0.14 0.08 1.57 0.12 
Famly coheston 0.18**** -0.16 0.19 -0.05 -0.82 0.41 
Famly adaptabthty 0.02 0.22 0.18 0.05 1.21 0.23 
Parents' mar1tal status 0.09* -18.86 10.26 -0.32 -1.84 0.07 
Gender -(1.12* -4.11 3.33 -0.05 -1.23 0.22 
'rmt anuet y X 
Parental Manta! Status -0.04 0.52 0.24 0.38 2.14 0.03* 
Mult1ple Correlat1on (B) 0.69 
Mult1ple correlat1on squared (B2) 0.47 
F - Value 19.98**** 
*~ ~ 0.05; **p ~ 0.01; ***.P ~ 0.001; ****.P ~ 0.0001 
Appenchx G 
Instruments Used J.n Study 
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SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 
1. Buthdate 
·-(r-m-on_,..t,....h/"da-y-r/y-e-ar"""!')-
3. EthnLc background 
_ Afro-Amencan (Black) 
_ AsLan-Amencan 
_ CaucasLan (WhLte) 
NatLve AmerLcan (IndLan) 
::: HispanLc AmerLcan 
_ Other (please specLfy) 
5. ReligLous Preference 









2. Gender: Male __ ; Female __ 
4. RelatLonshLp Status 
Single, never marrLed 
::: SLnvle, dLvorced/Single, 
wLdowed 
_Harned, first marnage 
MarrLed, prevLously marrLed 
::: Married, separated 
_ Engaged to be marned 
How religLous do you consLder 
yourself to be: 
Very rehgLous 
::: Moderately religious 
- Not verr relLgLOUS 
_ Not relLgLous at all 
6. Are you currently Ln a steady relatLonshLp? 
Yes 
_No 
_ If yes, for how many months? 




If you currently are not Ln a steady relatLonshL~ but have been Ln one or more in the 
past, consLder your most meanLngful past relatLonshLp. How many months did that 
relatLonshLp last? 
7. Parents marLtal status: This questLon concerns the current marLtal status of your 
bLolo9Lcal parents. However, Lf you are adopted, answer these questions wLth your 
adoptLve parents Ln m1nd. 
_Harned and living together 
Separated wLthout Lntent to dLvorce 
::: Separated wLth intent to dLvorce 
_ DLvorced and sLngle, both 
_ DLvorced, mother sLngle, father 
remarned 
DLvorced, father sLngle, mother remarrLed 
- DLvorced, both remarried 
::: Single {partner deceased) 
_ Remarned {partner deceased) 
_ Both parents deceased 
8. If one or both of your parents LS deceased, how old were you when your parent(s) dLed? 
If your wLdowed parent has remarned, how old were you when he/she remarned? __ _ 
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9. If your parents are d1vorced or leqally separated, please answer the followLnq. If 
not, go on to quest1on 10. 
How old were you when your parents divorced or leqally separated? ___ __ 
If father remarned, how old were you when he remarned? ___ __ 
If mother remarned, how old were you when she remarned? ___ __ 
W1th whom d1d you l1ve follow1ng your parents' d1vorce or separat1on? 
_ Pnmanly with father 
_ Pnmanly WLth mother 
_ About e9ually w1th both (they had JOLnt custody) 
_ Other hnnq arrangement (please explun) --------------
How frequently d1d you have contact w1th the parent w1th whom you d1d not live? 
_Duly 
_ One to four tlmes a month 
_ Every few months 
_ Once a year 
_ Every few years 
_ N'ever 
_ Other (please explain) ----------------
If you hved with a parent and stepparent, how many years have they been marned? _ 
10. In th1s section, answer the quest1ons about the parent(s), stepparent(s), or 
guardian(s) w1th whom you l1ved most of the t1me. 
Is your father/stepfather/male guard1an emplofed? 
_ Yes _ N'o _ Retlred 
If rour father/stepfather/guardian is employed, what is hlS job tLtle? 
P ease be spec1flc. --------------------
Please g1ve a full descr1ption of your father's/stepfather's, guardian's JOb, such 
as: "help bulld apartment complexes" or "oversees a sales force of 10 people." 
Is your mother/stepmother/female guard1an employed outside the home? 
Yes N'o Ret1red 
If your mother/stepmother/female guardian LS employed outs1de the home, what 1s her 
JOb htle? Please be spec1fic. -----------------
Please g1ve a full descr1pt1on of her JOb, such as: "teaches chemLstry 1n h1qh 
school" or "works on an assembly hne where car parts are made." 
11. Please 1nd1cate your famLly's income status: 
Hi h 
::: M~erately h1qh 
_ Moderate 
_ Moderately low 
Low 
THE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP SCALE (IRS) 
SchleJ.n (1971) 
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D1rect1ons: As you respond to the follow1nq statements, th1nk about a commttted, 1nt1mate 
relationsh1p that you are currently Lnvolved in, or close relat1onsh1p 1n the past. If 
you have never been 1n a commttted 1nt1mate relatLonshlp, cons1der a close fr1endsh1p. 
Please answer the statements by g1v1ng as true a p1cture of your feel1ns and bel1efs as 
they are now, or were when you were 1nvolved 1n the prev1ous relationship, not the way you 
think it should be, or should have been. Read each statement carefully and c1rcle the 







Your answers w1ll be held Ln str1ctest conf1dence. 
MD 
MILDLY DISAGREE 
1. Hhen senous disagreements artse between us, I respect my partner's poSltion. 
2. I feel comfortable expresSlllg aliiiOSt anytlu.ng to my partner. 
3. In our relahonsh1p, I feel I am able to expose 111 weaknesses. 
4. In our relat1onshlp, I'm cautious and play it safe. 
5. I can express deep, strong feehngs to llf partner. 
6. I can accept 11J partner even when we dlsagree. 
7. I bell eve most things !If partner saJS. 
8. I would llke my partner to be 111 th me when I recene bad news. 
9. I vould hke mr partner to be lflth me when I'mlonely. 
10. I seek my partner's attent1on vhen I'm facing troubles. 
11. I feel cOilfortable vhen I'm alone 111th mr partner. 
12. I 'a afmd of mabng mstakes 111th mr partner. 
13. I feel relaxed vhen ve are together. 
14. I am afmd mr partner 111ll hurt my feellngs. 
15. I face llf l1fe 111th my partner 111th conf1dence. 
16. I share and dlSCUSS IIJ probleJDS 111th IJ partner, 
17. I understand my partner and sympathize 111th his/her feel1ngs. 
18. I l1sten carefully to my partner and help hill/her solve problems. 
19. I feel my partner misinterprets vhat I say. 
20. My partner would tell a lie 1f he/she could gun by 1t. 
21. In our relat1onshlp, I am occasionally d1strustful and expect to be explo1ted. 
22. I get a 1 ot of SJIIPathr and understandlng frauy partner. 
23. There are bmes when llf partner cannot be trusted. 
24. lie are very close to each other, 
25. My partner doesn't reallr understand me. 
26. I"m better off 1t I don't trust my partner too much. 





Sl MA U MD SD 
SAHAOMDSD 
SlHAOMDSD 











Sl Ill 0 MD SD 
SAMAOKDSD 
SA Ml 0 MD SD 
SADOMDSD 
Sl HA 0 MD SD 
SAMAUMDSD 
SA MA IJ MD SD 
SAMAUMDSD 
SAMAUMDSD 
SA Ml IJ MD SD 
SAMliJMDSD 
28. It Ls hard for me to act natural when I'm w1th mr partner. 
29. My partner is honest m1nly because of a fear of bemg caught. 
30. My partner pretends to care mre about me than he/ she reall r does. 
31. My war of doing tblngs lS apt to be msunderstood by my partner. 
32. I wonder how much my partner really cares about me. 
33. I sOIIetlJies wonder what hidden reason my partner has for do1ng somethmg 01ce 
for me. 
34. It is hard for 11e to tell ay partner about myself. 
35. I somehmes star away fr11111 partner because I fear domg or say1ng 
s011etbing I mght regret afterwards. 
36. My partner can be rehed on to keep his/her promses. 
37. fhe advice my partner g1ves cannot be regarded as bemg trustworthy. 
38. I don't believe 111 partner would cheat on 11e even if he/she were 
able to get away with 1t. 
39. My partner can be cotDlted on to do what he/she says he/she nil do. 
40. My partner treats me furly and JUStly. 
41. My partner LS hkelr to say what he/she really beheves, ratber 
than what he/she thinks I vant to hear. 
42. It 1s safe to beheve that 111 partner is mterested in 111 welfare. 
43. My partner 1s truly sincere lD his/her prlllllises. 
44. fhere 1s no simple war of deciding 1f my partner Ls telling the truth. 
45. Even though ay partner prondes me nth many reports and stones, 
1t 1s hard to get an ob]ecbve account of thmgs. 
46. In our relat1onshlp, I have to be alert or ay partner 1s l1kely to 
take advantage of me. 
47. My partner 1s sincere and practices vhat he/she preaches. 
48. My partner really cares vhat happens to me. 
49. I talk vith If partner about why certam people dislike me. 
50. I discuss nth If partner the thmgs I worry about when 
I'aw1th a person of the oppos1te m. 
51. I tell my partner SOllie thmgs of whlch I am very ashamed. 
52. I touch my partner when I feel waiilly toward him/her. 
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SA HA U MD SO 
SAHAOMDSO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SAHAUMDSO 
SA HA U MD SO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SAHAUMDSO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SAHAOMDSD 
SAHAUMDSO 
SA HA U MD SO 
SAHAOMDSO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SAHAOMDSD 
SA HA 0 MD SD 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SA HA U MD SO 
SAHAUMDSD 
SA HA U MD SO 
SA HA U MD SO 
SA HA 0 MD SD 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
SA HA 0 MD SO 
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THE CONFLICT RESOLUTION SCALE 
Fourn1er, Olson, and Druckman (1982) 
53. In order to end an argument, I usually gtve Ln. 
54. I would not seek help fr0111 a profesSlOnal even Lf we had 
sertous relattonshlp problems. 
55. llhen we are hanng a problem, I can always tell my partner, 
what LS bothenng me. 
56. SOJBetLmeS,we have sertous disputes over unrmportant issues. 
57. I go out of mr war to avotd confltct VLth my partner. 
58. I s011ehmes feel our arqu~ents go on and on and never 
seea to get resolved. 
59. To aVOLd hurhng mr partner's feelings during an argument, 
I would rather not sar anythlng. ' 
60. I usuall J feel that my partner does not take our 
disagreements sertously. 
61. lfhen we argue, I usually end up feeling responsible for the problem. 
62. When discussing problem, I usually feel mr partner 1s 
trrinq to force me to change. 
ROSPlmERG SELF-ESTE!M SCALE (RSE) 
Rosenberg {1979) 
SA MA U MD SD 
SA MA U MD SD 
SA MA U MD SD 
SA MA U MD SD 
SA MA U MD SD 
SA MA U HD SD 
SA MA U MD SD 
SA HA U MD SD 
SA MA U HD SD 
SA MA U HD SD 
The items in the following section ask about your thoughts 
and feelings about yourself. 
Directions: Please read the follow1ng statements and c1rcle 







1. On the whole, I a. sattsfted with my self. 
2. At times I think I a no good at all. 
3. I feel that I have a number of qood qualities. 
4. I a able to do things as well as most other people. 
5. I feel I do not have mch to be proud of. 
6. I certaulr feel useless at tiw. 
D 
DISAGREE 
7. I feel that I '11 a person of worth, at least on an equal plane nth others. 
8. I wish I could have 110re respect for mrsel f. 
9. All in all, I aauclined to feel that I 11 a fulure. 














STATE-TRAIT ANXIETY INVENTORY ( STAI) 
Spe1lberger, Gorsuch, and Lushene (1970) 
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The ent1re 1nventory was 1ncl uded 1n the instrument used 1n this 
study. It 1s not reproduced here because the publlsher, Consul t1ng 
Psycholog1st Press, Inc., stipulated 1n the pe~ss1on agreement, '~ou 
may NOT reproduce these items 1n your proJect report" (see Appenchx H). 
However, pe~ss1on was granted to reproduce the follow1ng sample 1tems: 
A number of statements whlch people have used to descr1be themselves are 
g1ven below. Read each statement and then c1rcle the appropnate number 
to the r1ght of the statement to 1nd1cate how you generally feel. There 
are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much t11ne on any one 
statement but g1ve the answer whlch seems to descr1be your present 
feel1ngs best. 
AnxLety Present not at all 
I feel nervous and restless 1 
Annety Absent 
I feel pleasant. 













From State-Tralt Anx1ety Inventory by Charles D. Spe1lberger, R.L. 
Gorsuch, R. Lushene, P.R. Vagg, and G.A. Jacobs. Copynght 1968 and 
1977 by Charles D. Spe1lberger. All nghts reserved. Further 
reproduction 1s proh1b1ted w1thout the Publ1sher's wr1tten consent. 
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FAMILY ADAPTABILITY AND COHESION SCALE III (FACES III) 
Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell {1979) 
ThLs sectLon asks about the famLly Ln whLch you qrew up. Please read the dLrectLons 
carefully. 
Directions: ThLnk about the famLly Ln whLch you grew up, especLally durLng the years you 
were in high school. If you lLved Ln more than one type of famLly sLtuatLon durLng that 
tLme, for example Lf your parents were dLvorced and you lLved wLth your mother part of the 
tLme and your father part of the tLme, thLnk of the famLly sLtuatLon Ln whLch you spent 
the most tLme, or the one you feel was the most Lmportant durLng those years. DecLde for 











UsLng the fLve responses lLsted above, please cLrcle the answer that best descrLbes your 
famLly as you saw Lt. 
1. Famly members ask each other for help. 
2. In solvtng problems, the ch1ldren's suqqest1ons are followed. 
3. He approve of each other's fnends. 
4. Chlldren have a say 1n theu dlSClpllne. 
5. He bke to do th1ngs w1th JUSt our 1nmechate fam.ly. 
6. D1fferent persons act as leaders 1n our fam.ly. 
7. Famtly members feel closer to other fam.ly members than to people outs1de the fam.ly. 
8. Our fam.ly changes 1ts way of handling t_asks. 
9. Faml!y abers !Lke to spend free time witb eacb other. 
- ' 
10. Parent(s) and ch1ldren d1scuss pun1shment together. 
11. FDll y members feel very close to each other. 
12. !he ch1ldren make the dec1s1ons 1n our famtly. 
13. Hhen our famtly gets together for actmhes,' everybody 1s present. 
14. Rules change lD our famly. 
15. He can eas1ly thlnk of things to do together as a family. 
16. He sh1ft household respons1b1bhes from person to person. 
17. Fam.ly members consult other fDlly members on thm declSlons. 
18. It 1s hard to 1dent1fy the leader(s) 1n our famly. 
19. Famly togetbemess 1s very 1mportant. 











All 011 S F AA 
Alf OW S F AA 
AAOIISFAA 
AHOifSFAA 






PARENT-CHILD RELATIONSHIP SURVEY 
Fine, Moreland, and Schwebel (1983) 
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The 1tems 1n thts sect1on ask about your relat1onsh1p w1th each of your btoloqtcal 
parents. If you are adopted, constder your adopt1ve parents 1n answer1ng these items. If 
a btoloqtcal parent has been absent most of your ltfe, and a stepparent has taken hts/her 
place, constder these parents as you answer. 
Directtons: Read each quest1on carefully and ctrcle the number that best descrtbes how 
you feel or thtnk about your bioloqtcal father-.--
1. Bov much time do you feel you spend v1th your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
( 1 = aliiOSt none, 7 = a great deal) 
2. Bow veil do you feel you have been able to ma1nta1n 
a steady relationship v1th your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
3. Bow much do you trust your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
4. Hov conhdent are you that your father would not nd1cule or make 
fun of you 1f you were to talk about a problem? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 = extremely) 
5. Bov conf1dent are you that your father would help you 
when you have a problem? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 = extremely) 
6. Hov close do you feel to your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = very d1stant, 7 = very close) 
7. How comfortable would you be approachlng your father 
about a romantic problem? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
8. Bov comfortable would you be talking to your father 
about a problem at school? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
9. Bow confused are you about the exact role your father 
lS to have 1n your llfe? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
10. Bow accurately do you feel you understand your father's 
feelings, thoughts, and behaVlor? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
11. How eas1ly do you accept the weaknesses in your father? 2 3 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
12. fo what extent do you think of your father as an adult with a 
l1fe of hls own, as opposed to thinking of him only as your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = think of as only a father, 7 = see as adult nth life of his ovn) 
13. Bov often do you get angry at your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
( 1 = aiJDSt never, 7 = qw.te often) 
14. In general, hov much do you resent your father? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
15. How well do you CODIIUillcate 111th your father? 
(1 = not at ail, 7 = extremely) 
16. How well does your father understand your needs, feel1ngs, 
and hehaVlor? 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
17. How well does your father hsten to you? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =extremely) 
18. How much do you care for your father? 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
19. lfhen you are away from h011e, how IUCh do you typically 
mss your father? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
20. How much do you respect your father? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
21. How IUCh do you value your father's op1n1on? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
22. How 10eh do you adaire your father? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
23. How much would you like to be like your father? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
24. Bow much would you be sat1sfied w1th your father's l1fe style 
as your own? 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 5 6 7 
1 2 3 5 6 7 
1 2 3 5 6 7 
2 3 5 6 7 
2 3 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Circle the number that best descr1bes how you feel or think about your bioloq1cal mother. 
1. How much hme do you feel you spend with your mother? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
( 1 = aliOSt none, 7 = a great deal) 
2. How well do you feel you have been able to matntun 
a steady relahonship w1th your mther? 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
3. How llllCb do you trust your 110ther? 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
4. Bow confident are you that your 110ther would not ridicule or make 
fun of you if you were to talk about a problem? 
(1 =not at all, 7 = extremely) 
5. How conhdent are rou that your 110ther would help you 
when rou have a problem? 
(1 = not at all , 7 = extremely) 
6. &01 close do you feel to your mther? 
(1 = very dlstant, 7 = very close) 
7. How ct11fortable would you be approaching your 110ther 
about a r01ant1c problel? 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) 
2 3 4 5 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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8. Bar comfortable would you be talkLDg to your mother 
about a problem at school? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = extremely} 
9. Bov confused are you about the exact role your mother 
LS to have 1n your hfe? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
10. Bov accurately do you feel you understand your mother's 
feelings, thoughts, and bebanor? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
11 • Bov easil J do you accept the weaknesses 1n your 110ther? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
12. !o vbat e1tent do' you thlnk of yourmtber as an adult 11th a 
life of her 0111, as opposed to thinking of him only as your father? 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = thlnk of as only a father, 7 = see~ adult 11th life of his own) 
13. Bar often do you get angry at your mother? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =almost never, 7 = qUlte often) 
14. In general, hot II1Cb do rou resent your mther? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
15. Bar veil do you COlllllllllcate 11th your mother? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 = e1traaely) 
16. Bov veil does your mother understand your needs, feelings, 
and behavior? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = e1trselr) 
17. Bov veil does your mother hsten to you? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = e1tremely) 
18. Bov 10ch do you care for your mother? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
19. Nhen you are avar from h011e, bar mch do you 
II.SS your mther? 1 2 3 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
20. Bov much do you respect your aother? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
21. Bov much do you value your 110tber's opmton? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
22. Bov mch do you admire rour mther? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 =not at all, 7 =a great deal) 
23. Bov mch would you like to be hke your mother? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = a great deal) 
24. Bov IUCh would you be satisfied v1th your mother's l1fe style 
as your 0111? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(1 = not at all, 7 = eztreaelr) 
THE QUALITY OF OOPARENI'AL c::a+ruNICATION 
Ahrens and Goldsmith (1981) 
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The 1tems 1n th1s sect1on ask about the relat1onshlp between your blolog1cal parents as 
fou see the1r relattonshtp. Please think about your btoloqtcal parents as you answer the 
allowing questions even though for some reason they may not presently l1ve together. If 
one of your btologtcal parents 1s deceased or has left the home and has no contact w1th 
the fam1ly, you may answer these questions about your parent and stepparent. If you are 
adopted, constder your adopt1ve parents. 
Directions: The follow1ng quest1ons are about how your yarents commun1cate and support one 
another as parents. Using the f1ve responses listed be ow, please c1rcle your answer. 
A F s AN N 
AIJtlAYS FREQUENTLY SCMETIMES AIK>ST NEVER NEVER 
1. When your parents discuss 1ssues hov often does an argument result? A F s AM I( 
2. Bow often is the atllosphere one of hostlhty or anqer? A F s Alf I( 
3. Bow often 1S theu conversation stressful or tense? A F s Alf If 
4. Do rour parents have basic d1fferences of op1n1on 
about 1ssues related to chlld reannq? A F s Alf If 
5. Vben one of your parents needs bel p or advice reqardinq 
you or your brothers or s1sters, do they seek help frmo one another? A F s All I 
6. Would you say that your father 1s a resource to your 110ther 1n ra1SinCJ you 
(and any brothers and s1sters)? A F s All I 
7. Would you say that rour 110tber is a resource to rour father 1n ralSlnq you 
(and any brothers and S1Sters)? A F s Alf If 
CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE (CTS) 
Straus (1979) 
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D1rect1ons: These questtons ask about how your parents (refer to 1nstruct1ons for this 
section) usually handle d1sagreements and confl1cts. Tak1nq all disagreements 1nto 
account (not JUSt the most ser1ous one), how often d1d they do the th1nqs ltsted dur1nq 
the last year you l1ved at home? Use the follow1nq scale to determtne your answer and 







Two or Often, but 
three t1mes less than once a month 
1. Tried to discuss the 1ssue relahvelr callllr 
2. D1d discuss the 1ssue relahvelr calmly 
3. Got wformahon to back up h1s or her side of tlunqs 
4. Brouqht in s01e00e else to help settle tbinqs (or tr1ed to) 
5. Arqued heatedly but short of relllng 
6. Yelled and/or lDSulted 
7. Sulked and/ or refused to talk about Lt 
8. StOIIPed out of the r0011 
9. Threv sometbwq (but not at the other) or smashed s011eth1nq 
10. Threatened to hlt or throv s011etlung at the other 
11. Threw s011eth1nq at the other person 
12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 
13. H1t (or tned to hlt) the other person but not VLtb anrthlnq 
14. H1t or tr1ed to h1t the other person v1th something hard 





0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
012345 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
5 
More than once 
a month 
MOTHER 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Other. Please descnbe ---------------
Append1x H 
Cover Letter, Pe~ss1on Forms and Correspondence, 
And Inst1tutional Rev1ew Board Fonn 
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[1]§[1] 
Oklahoma Staie [!nit·ersulj 
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY RELATIONS 
AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
I 
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) TILLW" TER OKV.HOM" 7407~337 
242 HOME ECONOMICS 
14051 J.I4-S057 
Dear Student: 
You are being asked to take pan m a research project that IS destgned to gam a better 
understandlng of how fa.nuly backgrounds and expenences affect close relatJ.onshlps of college 
students. 
You will be asked for mformatJ.on concermng yourself, your fanuly and your 
relatJ.onsiups. Please remember that your answers will renwn completely confidentJ.al as there 
1s no way of tdentlfymg you mdlvidually With the questJ.om. Do not put your name or 
other tdennfyin& nmmnanon on thls Q.Uestlonmure. 
Your partJ.cipatlon m this survey IS voluntary and there 1S no ~ty if you choose not 
to partiCipate. However, lf you choose not to fill out the questtonnau:e, please retum the 
unanswered quesuonnaue at the end of class. It is important that you return the form. 
JJ 
We greatly apprec1ate your assiStance m thls research. 
Sincerely, 
c ~1~,;_CL ~cb tn jf'f\.,· 





DEPAR'I'MENT OF SOCIOLOGY 
(213) 760-3533 
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TO: Researchers requesting information on the Binuclear Family 
Study 
FROM: constance R. Ahrons, Professor of Sociology and Princ1pal 
Investigator 
Enclosed are the major scales and items used in the 
lonqltudinal study on the Binuclear Fam1ly. Unfortunately, I am 
not able to send you the entire interv1ew schedule as some of you 
have requested. The interviews are over 100 pages long and even 
though some of you have offered to pay I currently have no research 
ass1stants to coordinate that kind of effort. The last two pages 
of the scales conta1n the reliability coefficients in all three 
t1me frames. The scales must be used exactly as written if you 
want to use the reliab1lities. 
All the scales have been copyrighted so please cite them 
accordl.ngly. You may e1.ther cite the study dlrectly or one of the 
art1cles that conta1ns reports of the find1ngs based on those 
scales. 
Also enclosed 1s a list of publlcations from the study 
should you want further information. 
Good luck Wl. th your research! I would very much appreciated 
an abstract or copy or your findings as I try to keep some track of 
the research findings based on the instruments. 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CAUFORNIA. UNIVERSITY PARK. LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA 90089-2539 







Jane L. Oatthooffaer ud UDda C. RobiDJOa 
Oklahoma Stale University 
Depart. of family RelatioDI IDCI Child Developmeat. 
333 P Home Ecouomict 
Stillwacer, Oklahoma 77071..0037 
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PERMISSION AGREEl\IENT 
Customer Number _e:IW-g""'1""'1JJa.. ____ _ 
1Dvo1ce Number------------
Pennission Code ..::4~2""1..._1 -------
In ruponst to your rtquut of21 Ocrolwr /99/ , upon rtetipr by Consuirinr Psychoior&ns Prus, Inc. , of this SIJfltd 
_,:~:.~310n.11rtttmnlt an:{ pa)'r'1#111 ofw Pt"T'ffiiSSIOfl Ftt , fHmWsiDn L•lter~· rr,u•rl'd to vou to modify and '"'roduce 
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SAMPLE ITEMS FOR THE 
STATE-TRAIT ANXIETY INVENTORY 
FOR..\1 Y-2 
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by Charles D Sptelberger, R L. GoMnch, R Lushene, P R. Vagg, and G A Jacobs 
A number of statements wtuch people have used to descnbe themselves are gtven below Read each 
statement and then CIIC!e the appropnate number to the nght of the statement to md1cate how you 
generally feel There are no nght or wrong answers Do not spend too much tune on any one 
statement but gtve the answer wtuch seems to descnbe your present feelmgs best 
Anxaety Present 
I feel nervous and restless 
Anxiety Absent 
I feel pleasant 
I feel sausfied wtth myself 
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